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some of these questions with respect to students at the col-

lege level. It is reported that as many as 30 per cent of

the college students taking a basic speech course consider

speech fright a severe problem.2 The literature also reports

that, as the college student learns to control his speech

fright, his speaking ability improves.3 At the elementary

school level, no information was found concerning what percent-

age of children are severely bothered by speech fright or the

relationship between speaking abi2-7 and speech fright.

These. questions of speech education in. the elementary grades

previous to this study remained unanswered.

B. Purpose of Study

This study attempts to describe the extent of speech

fright within the elementary classrooms at selected grade

levels and how this fright may be related to speech ability,

speech attitudes, and perhaps a concept of speech readiness.

C. Description of Study

0011111111Milyil 11111M11110.111,1.0S

2A. C. Baird and F. H. Knower, General Speech (New York,
1963), p. 119.

3F. Stanley Paulson, "Changes in Confidence During a,Pe-
riod of Speech Training: Transfer of Training and Comparison
of Improved and Nonimproved Groups of the Bell Adjustment.In-
ventory," speschm.22.2.2_wraas, XVLLX Wovember, 19511., 260-265.



7iitill111111KV.:1-7111M;X:": z7^ r

AtomAwsw-eri. ,gefir...v.r0.0,111111*RrX

1.,1177)71II.IFF7 47Y-rr 1.;:.ter

Q tia r3 ti. . 1-..ft
tt

Os W' 1 1 to 1.-1 to 0
ch 0 ... 3' ..... ........ e.; c 1-L.". 1.4 ( (t) f.'l
r: PI 0 1 I
tf: 61- '0 tal 1 p 0CI I 1 i P. P. I Ito 0 0 :.t p
to ti V tfl t.t n :3

c:it Itri3' iv-. L9 CO t1)
P. il b' t i 10

i ttS 0 0 00
Dtt

C I' Kt
.: ;.:1

0
f)4 0
P. 0to 0 hit '

ra tin
tit fr 0Id < tr+o pi o tj.o t-I :.; t..it sa. t-,

Pt (ii t...vi o 'Ls ri-tu P. 0 1.<
(0(I: ...

O et 0 ti;
O :3. 0
:)4 co I"
0 0

:TY guto
te fto 0 I-. roI,. 0 t-, PaI . ... I,.

1-.- 0 rt-oS.' I ).
i

al p..s ryri F.. I"-
1-)4 il to14
< tit
ttP.I vi0
O sch

1-<0
tn

.:: .i.::17?.7,777T(77.7.41ERA-Makaik41'

I

I., :). VI I11 0
a

tr) in !VS !I () 1.1 ttv !...J
' ;. 0

i 0
(1$

e111;.

( 1 ll

i
i

;.f..; j
C) 0 1.,. f,-,=

P

t; I,. I.,

tt I, to (i
I .....

t.1 P1 (: VI .. r .ti t I. % ; r,) i'1

ktli:f °(,) 'Po 0
1) ri) L.::

..r):: tite.::: ivl.r1j14.

5-5. 4,)

P)
ts
rb (;*

VI o o
() r.;

14 I t
0 Q U

V.: : 1.1 1; : ;
IV 1.4 44

1.9 P 1... 4.. P (.1, 0
O ; i tr.! : < 0 :.0
Pi 'c.5 : v te 1 t.t :s .
(0 0 r r 0 tr4
Si I. e.. 14.: C.)ri

0 0
ti-

:ta . . ri
ill
t i i I CO CD1, 1.... 1.0

to C.) 0 0 *3
f r) 0-
()

fa
rt :Ka 0

P3 P. tii
I .:.

te ::i P. I 0
O V 14.11 tcl no g
1- 0

et
Ph0 LiS 00 V

VI Co 0 v a rs0, ...I ft Id iit 1:2/O IJ. , 0 N.0 4 Pi 00 f) P. 0ti
1- ....zt g t r

C ti
"

<O 0 0 ti
:$ $4. 0 0 0

Vs1)VWft. """""t: 4"1"- Pm,/ t'"Arklotm* frkow7"7!;',771., `



CHAPTER I

Problem and Review of Literature

Introduction

The question of speech fright at the elementary grade

level was considered serious enough in terms of empirical

observations that the T.J.S. Office of Education granted

$9,000 to Wayne State University to further study the

problem) The grant was directed by Drs. R.S. Ross and J.

Gaeth, both Professors of Speech.. This thesis is a direct

result of the grant, in which the writer was the principal

research fellow.

A. Identification of Problem

What is the typical speech fright level or pattern for

the elementary school child? To what 'degree 'is it prevalent

among the grades? Is there a relationship between poor speak-

ing ability and high speech fright? Answers to these and

other questions could not be found in the literature. The

literature as will be described does, however, answer

,'Grant title: Project S-355 (Speech Fright Problems of
Grade School Students)

3
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some of these questions with respect to students at the col..

lege level. It is reported that as many as 30 per cent of

the college students taking a basic speech course consider

speech fright a severe problem.2 The literature also reports

that, as the college student learns to control his speech

fright, his speaking ability improves.3 At the elementary

school level, no information was found concerning what percent-

age of children are severely bothered by speech fright or the

relationship between speaking abir,-y and speech fright.

TheseAuestions of speech education in:the elementary grades

previous to this study remained unanswered.

B. Purpose of Study

This study attempts to describe the extent of speech

fright within the elementary classrooms at selected grade

levels and how this fright may be related to speech ability,

speech attitudes, and perhaps a concept Of speech readiness.

C. Description of Study

A;.231....11.111111111101Var

2A. C. Baird.and F. H. Knower, General Speech (New York,
1963), p. 119.

3F. Stanley Paulson, "Changes in Confidence During a.Pe-
riod of Speech Training: Transfer of Training and Comparison
of Improved and Nonimproved Groups of the Bell Adjustment.In
ventory," Speech Monographs, XVLLI (November, 1954, 260-265.

,1,,,,f-1.0 .1, .4) 'Yfra0,....M.r.r.":"...",",...,7,7..1/WVTr+rrIWW.0".M.1.5,r/
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1. Objectives of Study

1) The primary objective of the project is to

survey and provide descriptive data on speech

fright levels and speech ability of students

in selected elementary grades. It is design-

ed to determine if specific problems observed

and reported casually are at all representa-

tive, and if the presence of speech fright

appears to be serious enough to cause problems

which might interfere with other-educational

goals.

2) The second objective is to assess the atti-

tudes of teachers toward speech fright and to

determine if they are cognizant of the phenom-

enon and prepared to aid in its alleviation:

3 The third objective is .an attempt to develop

various introspective tests of speech fright4

which will have. predictive value in revealing

speech fright in elementary school children.

111.1101ININVAIIMIPIIMIII=0111411.1110.1MOIP. IN.

4With respect to this study, introspective tests are
tests in which the child reveals his feelings and attitudes
about speech fright.
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desirable and more realistic to define speech

fright as determined by introspective tests

and by researcher's observation in order to

better realize the limitations intrinsic to

the measures. Because speech fright may mani-

fest itself differently in terms of individual

behavior, clear-cut petceptions of this phe-

.noMenon are difficult. Dickens et al. indi-

cate that observers tend to underestimate

students' fears rather than to overestimate

them in the speaking situation.8 This study

has tried to minimize factors which are in-

trinsic in distorting a picture of speech

fright by carefully taking into account the

kinds of introspective tests used and the dif-

ferent signs of speech fright. With respect

to the' introspective tests,' the child's lan-

guage as well as the child's inability to ex-

press degrees of feeling were taken into con-

sideration by the tests which were devised.

8M. Dickens, F. Gibson and P. Caleb, "An Experimental
Study of the Overt Manifestations of Stage Fright," Speech

Monograph, XVII (March, 1950), 37-47.
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c. This writer defines spc..,edh attitude as the

negative or positive feeling of an individ-

ual concerning the prospect of getting up and

speaking before a group.

d. Speech fright was considered as the fear of

an impending ill brought about or triggered

by the public speaking situation. Since

speech fright is considered a varied or multi-

ordinal phenomenon, it would be desirable to

define speech fright within the context of the

measuring agent. This writer has utilized

Clevenger's admonition that "what measures

defines."7 Since in this dissertation speech

fright was measured in two ways: (1) By

introspective tests, and (2) Through research-

er's observation, it would, therefore, be

states that "if the forced exposure is incompatible with the
child's readiness or stage of growth, the time of both the
chiLd and the teacher is wasted, for the meaning attached to
such an experience will be usually erroneous,"

7Theodore Clevenger, Jr., "A Synthesis of Experimental
Research in Stage Fright," Quarterly Journal of Speech, XLV
(April, 1959), 135.

1
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desirable and more realistic to define .speech

fright as determined by introspective tests

and by researcher's observation in order to

better realize the limitations intrinsic to

the measures. Because speech fright may mani-

fest itself differently in terms of individual

behavior, clear-cut perceptions of this phe-

'notenon are difficult. Dickens et al. indi-

cate that observers tend to underestimate

students' fears rather than to overestimate

them in the speaking situation.8 This study

has tried to minimize factors which are in-

trinsic in distorting a picture of speech

fright by carefully taking into account the

kinds of introspective tests used and the dif-

ferent signs of speech fright. With respect

to the' introspective tests,' the child`s lan-

guage as well as. the child's inability to ex-

press degrees of feeling were taken into con-

sidcration by the tests which were devised.

84X. Dickens, F. Gibson and P: Caleb, "An Experimental

Study of the Overt Manifestations of Stage Fright," Speech

Monograph, XVIY (March, 1950), 37-47.
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With respect to observed speech fright, signs

of reticence or agitation were taken into con-

sideration. It should be pointed Gut, however,

that even teachers of speech are in more agree-

ment as to what constitutes the absence of

speech fright than what it is.9

D. Purview of. this Dissertation

The remainder of this chapter is devoted to literature

related to this study; namely, studies in speech fright or

speech anxiety, and studies in speech abilities.

Chapter II is a report on the pilot study which was

carried out in order to refine the methodology, tests and

techniques used in the main study.

Chapter III reports the subjects, materials, and general

procedures used in the main study.

Chapter IV reports the presentation and interpretation

of data.,

Chapter V reports the summary, conclusion, and implica-

tions.

9
Clevenger, p. 145.
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Review of Literature

1. Anxiety Literature Related to this Study

In recent years increased attention has been given to

stage fright, or to what is more accurately called speech

fright, in both speech articles and speech textbook s.10 it

might be imagined that every person would feel it a joy to

unfold his thoughts in speech-making and that his audience

would accordingly take delight in this oral expression. All-

port points out, however, that audiences prefer more purpose-

ful communication;11 and it may be further added that not every

speaker is self-confident in his powers to influence his fellow-

man's behavior. Even children seem often to have conflict in

unfolding their thoughts in speech-making, for Sarason reports

with respect to a study of elementary children from the Okla-

homa City area in 1956 ". . . that among the items and situa-

tion:: most frequently feared were stage fright. . . ."12

10Theodore Clevenger, Jr. and Gregg Phifer, "What do Be-
ginning College Speech Texts Say About Stage.Fright?" The

Speech Teacher; VIII .(January, .1959), p. 1.

11Floyd Allport, Social Psychology (New York, 1924),
pp. 193-198.

12Seymour.Sarason, Kenneth Davidson, Frederick Lighthall,
Richard Waite and Britton Ruebush, 22.LcieLyipmeatslry...1t1.2221
Children, A Report of Research New York, 1960), p. 43.
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Eisenson et al. suggest in their interpolated stage fright

formula a felt lack of confidence which people have in their

ability to persuade through speech-making.

Subject's estimate of probability (of his own
ability to persuade) X Value to the subject of
the gain or loss (in succeeding or failing to
persuade) = Tendency to perform that Darticular
act (of making an effective speech).1-3

Lack of self-confidence and fear of audience may often cause

the speaker to become cautious, coping, and restrained in

speaking in front of an audience. Thus, the speaker comes to

feel anticipation anxiety or speech fright. Whether or not

this anticipation serves to prod the speaker to make a great-

er effort is a question that is still open to investigation.

a. Causes of Speech Fright

There have been many explanations for speech fright.

Hollingworth, one of t:)e earliest writers on this subject,

sought to see the causation of stage fright as having occur-

red in the-past for the speaker, so that the present audience

situation has elements of a past' situation which resulted in

"Jon Eisenson, J. Jeffrey Auer and :ohn V. Irwin, The

Psychology of Communication Meld York, 1963), p. 324.
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fear and has continued with fear.14 -his early writer (1935)

recognized many of the prevalent theories as to the causes of

stage fright and which will now be discussed.

Rollo May, although he speaks primarily' of general

anxiety rather than of speech fright, points out that when a

person perceives that much is at stake in terms of his win-

ning or losing, or the acceptance that he thinks he must have

from others, there is a greater likelihood of his feeling

anxiety in this situation which he has empowered.15 A paral-

lel can be made to the speaking situation. If a speaker per-

ceives his audience as having a great deal of power over him,

then he will probably feel more speech fright than if he per-

ceives them in a less threatening way. Once a speaker has

given a certain power to his audience, he must then consider

the evaluation they will give him. Thus, the speaker will

become more anxious about his ability to speak when he per-

ceives the audience as judges rather than as all-accepting

and neutral observers. Paivio and Lambert state the percep-

tual cause for speech fright this way: "(Speech fright). .

14H.L. Hollingworth, Psychology of the Audience Maw
York, 1935), pp. 205-226.

15Rollo May, The Meaning of Anxiety (New York, 1950),

pp. 151189.

1.4
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whether actual, imagined; or anticipated, is anxiety arous-

ing for the performer because of the possibility of unfavor-

able evaluation."16 Eisenson et al. also bring out this

point on perceptual causation when they state, "Self-confi-

dence is largely dependent upon a sense of personal adequacy

to meet a situation."17

Sarason agrees with these others that the speaker's per-

ception of his audience will influence his level of anxiety,

but he feels that some speakers may be as afraid of success

with the audience as other speakers are of failure. It is

possible, then, for speech fright to be derived from the

speaker's fear of success rather than from his fear of fail-

ure, particularly if this signifies a loss of dependency.

It is .in fact this perceived threat to the ful-
fillment of his dependency needs which not only
serves as a control against overt expression of
hostility but also motivates behavior which will
insure the possibility of satisfaction of his
dependency needs.18

16Allonopaivio and Wallace Lambert, "Measures and Cor-
relates of Audience Anxiety (Stage Pright)," Journal of Per:
sona1ity, XXVII (1959; March) p.

17
Eisenson, Auer and Irwin, p. 3t5.

18Sarason et al., p. 14.
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Sarason develops this perceptual view further, so that it be-

comes basically Freudian, when he regards anxiety as the emo-

tion generated by the threat of some fearful occurrence in

terms of arousal of fantasies, of aggression, of loneliness,

of guilt, and of separation. Sarason indicates that some

children do poorly on tests and in speaking situations for

the very reason that a success experience could bring up

thoughts and feelings with which the child could not adequate-

ly cope. This line of thinking is not developed within the

speech literature.

The Lewinian school views anxiety as stemming primarily

from unrealistic self-expectation by the individual. Such an

over-reaching makes the individual "feel" failure and conse-

quently he becomes more unrealistic in his future undertakings.

P. Sears found the average positive discrepancy (that
is the amount by which the level of aspiration ex-
ceeds past performance) to be greater in children
after failure than after success, indicating a great-
er degree of realism after success than after failure .19

Thus, in-terms of speaking, if a speaker chooses a topic

that is beyond his capabilities to deliver well, or should he

giNewm.111.111111NWIIMMERAIME,. ,ftwiNKII

19Xurt Lewin, Ficld TIleory in Social Science, edited by
Darwin Cartwright (:yew York, 1951), p. 289.
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speak in front of an audience whose comprehension demand is

more than he can meet, he will then probably feel he has fail-

ed. Ironically, rather than lower his self-expectations, he

will raise them.

Eisenson et al. also sight as another prime factor in

speech fright the conflict that exists in the speaker's mind

concerning giving to or withholding from the audience. Here

the speaker sees the presentation as a form of giving, and

giving means to the speaker a loss of himself. He wants to

give, but great apprehension of loss brings about a fear.

Eisenson labels this cause of speech fright an "approach-

avoidance" conflict.

The speechmaking situation often has just these
positive and negative elements. On one hand an
individual may be possessed of an idea that he
feels impelled to communicate to an audience,but
on the other hand he may also feel apprehensive
about the very act of communicating. He may fear
to do ,lat he wants to do.2°

Goldstein, Lomas and Ross suggest that speech fright may

be primarily a biological phenomenon in its essence, rather

thana psychological or existential one. Goldstein points

20Eisenson, Auer and Irwin, p. 323.
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out that a person reacts in a Gestalt way to a given task with

the result that, if he does not master that task or fears that

he is not able to master that task, he simultaneously exper-

iences an emotional upheaval. Ee says:

It can be grasped only from the biologic point of
view . . . we know that each organism is unrecep-
tive to certain environmental events. If these
are very powerful, however, they do force them-
selves on the organism. They do not produce order-
ly harmonious responses, but rather disorderly,
disharmonious, defective performances, climaxing in
catastrophies with all their concomitants, particu-
larly anxiety.21

Ross, along with zanies, indicates that "Nature's physiologi-

cal provisions typically prepare us for flight or fight. ,,22

This is a phenomenon that Ross reports may unfortunately re-

sult withinothe speaking situation. Zarlier Lomas (1937)

evolved this school of thought when he indicated that stage

fright is basically a thalamus reaction so that the cortex

has really no control over it. 2' He further states "Stage

21
Hurt Goldstein, Language and Language Disturbances

(New York, 1948), pp. 11-12.

22
S. Raymond Ross, Speech Communication, Fundamentals and

Practice (New Jersey, 1965), p. 25.

23
Charles Lomas, "The Psychology of Stage Fright," Cuar-

terly Journal of Speech, XXIII (1937, February), p. 41.

ta0
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fright does not differ in chemical or visceral components

from the strong emotions characteristic' of vigorous and effec-

tive Speech. "24

Perhaps Clevenger and Phifer, in analyzing what beginning

college speech texts say about stage fright.in terms of causa-

tion, best summarize the current thoughts about causes:

The causes of stage fright, then, are variously list-
ed as basic personality deviations, conflict, adverse
conditioning, faulty evaluation of psycho-physiologi-
cal manifestations, unfamiliarity of the speech situa-
tion, complexity of the speech situation, and failure
to prepare for the performance. Many textbooks list
more than one cause; some list more of these given
here.25

b. Methods of Controlling Speech Fright

The literature reflects that the speech teacher is more

concerned with the control of speech fright than in realizing

its causation

"Cures outnumb

and resolution. As Clevenger and Phifer say,

26er even causes. And, as they further

point out, the control of speech fright in the speech

books can be grouped into four categories:

...orltweernmes...
241bid.

25
Clevenger and Phifer, p. 4.

26Ibid.

Cs
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1. Techniques that operate in a general way on the
speaker well in advance of his performance
Techniques of speech preparation

3. Techniques to employ immediately before rising to
speak

4. Techniques to employ while speaking27

By way of a general philosophy for to the speaking sit-

uation, there are several reflections which the various'authors

make. For the most part, it is suggested that the speech

teacher explain to the student that he should not become overly

concerned with his bodily physiological processes. Jones

states that, "If you are bothered by stage fright . . take

comfort in the knowledge that it is the common lot of good

speakers . . . learn to live with it."28 Ross further coun-

sels the student' by

emotional reactions

suggesting that, "Objectification of the

tends to take the edge off of emotion,

29 ,,
xamaking it easier to control. if the student is alert-

ed to possible. physiological reactions, he will be more able

to recognize and control them. Besides learning to accept

physiological changes, Clevenger and Phifer find that many of

27Tbid.

2Winston E. Jones, A Guide to Effective Speech New York,
1961), pp. 216-217.

29Ross, p. 33.
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the current speech tet'-,^o of the recent 411-""-

once from the fields of semantics and educational psychology,

recommend

himself .

that ". . . the speaker learn to expect less of

. . and learn to live with his stage fright. s,30

The literatVra endorses adequate preparation for the

speaker as one of the primary methods toward controlling

speech fright. Clevenger and Phifer regard adequate prepara-

tion as one Of the major recommendations for the control of

sneechifright.31 Robinson states, "Adequate preparation

should include such items as 1) thorough understanding and

application of the principles of speech composition and

arrangement. . . ."32 Lomas adds that, if the speaker ade-

quately prepares 'and makes the ideas his own, he will reduce

his stage fright. JJ Bean, a psychologist of the learning

school, suggests that perhaps a good way to prepare is to

30
Clevenger and Phifer, p. 5.

31
Ibid.

3
2Bdward R. Robinson, "What Can Speech Teachers do About

Students' Stage Fright," The Speech Teacher, VIII (January,
L1959), p. 12.

33
Charles Lomas, "Stage Fright," Quarterly Journal of

Sreech, XXX (December, 1944) , 483.
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f. Controversy Concerning the Most Effective
Way to Combat Speech Fright

Under the section entitled, "Methods of Controlling

Speech Fright," the various approaches were listed. These

could be, by and large, classified as direct approaches to

the problem in that they treat stage fright directly in ter.

of adequate preparation, planned purposeful action, rela:x:a-

tion, and positive conditioning through many given opportuni-

ties for gaining speech experience. There is, however, an-

other way to approach the problem; and that would be by an

indirect method involving play therapy, .psychotherapy, and

so forth. These methodsare effected to alleviate the &Is-

turbance as well as the symptom. This indirect approach

assumes that perhaps there exists an emotional conflict w'hich

causes the stage fright. Thus, the 'stage fright would not be

alleviated by a direct method. Sarason notes the Freudian

point of view that, behind a "stage fright" or such a p:lobiz..,

there if?) a more deeply seated fear. For example, the child

who is terriff speak in front of others may be coverincj

up the real fear of castration.

Therefore, to treat the underlying phobia, rather than

the apparent speech fright which acts as camouflage, would

7,111-^t*Frr'rrnr,-.71"=r,
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be to these psychologists more effective.76 Axline, in her

work with children, sugg6sts that, by working with the gen-

eral anxiety first, speech fright might be reduced.

problems, too, seem to be linked with the emotional' life of

the child. H77 Murray would have the speech teacher not only

stress skills, but also, in some cases primarily, further

the student's personality in terms of loosening his egocen-

tric self and strengthening his altruistic self. lie thinks

of this more as a social process per se than a way of merely

overcoming speech fright; nevertheless, this idea of person-

ality development is a way that r4urray indirectly would deal

with speech fright. Murray states,

Invariably the speech tools will be found con-
tributing to whatever degree of maladjustments
which exist iNowever, Murray suggests that
the teacher] . . . may [have to] go back to the well-
springs of personality development, the degree to
mhidh the person has been unable to outgrow the
constrictions and inhibitions of childhood egocen-
tricity which distort and color all hfs perspec-
tives and maintain self on the throne. 78

76Sarason et al., pp. 48-66.

77
M. A. Axline, Play Theranv (New York, 1947) , p. 61.

78Elwood Murray, "Speech Standards and Social Integra-
tion," The Ouarterly Journal of Speech, XXVI (February, 194C),
76-77.

,,000v1,007 IV..."..00001%.

I



38

. _ _

Knowledge of each individual subject would perhaps eliminate

any great controversy by helping to pinpoint causes and thus

indicate which approach or combination of approaches'Lmight

create the greatest effectiveness in reducing unwanted stage

fright behavior.

g. Anxiety: Does it Hamper or Stimulate?

I

,air:rr.-., WAIST,

There are no empiriCal or experimental studies in the'

field of speech regarding which speaking situations affect

certain individuals more, and whether or not certain.indi-

viduals find a certain intensity of anxiety stimulating in

terms of directing them toward greater effort within the

speaking situation. Perhaps some speaking situations may

create greater stress far almost all speakers. Dickens and

Parker do indicate that the speaking situation affects

anxiety in terms of intensity.79

All the studies in physiological measurements'of speak-

ers and stage fright indicate that a certain amount of

physical tension is normal and always present until the

7
9Dickens and Parker, sm. cit.,.(above, note 61).

1

41,s iperv,.(1.V..e:V7.1"11.1,7?....
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speech getS under way. Bean" and Dickens and Parker81

measured physiological reactions and report that they ap-

parently are a normal respOnse to the situation. Since this

is true, in reporting feelings of stage fright and in observ-

ing stage fright phenomena, the degree of-tension must be

evaluated since even a normal response involves tension.

Bisenson warns .that "Actual stage fright, of course, should

not be confused with a degree of heightened feeling appror.

priate to any public performance."82 Thus, stage fright

might-be distinguished in the above instance only in the

degree of the intensity felt. Once this tension has been

evaluated as being within the realm of stage fright, however,

Nnisely makes a very important distinction. He states that

there may be at least two types of stage fright, and that

these two types differ more in kind than in degree. He

describes these types as follows:

1. Normal stage fright, a customary response to a
new and complex social situation, which decreases
during a series of successful speaking exper-
iences.

rv-lorso,

a°Bean, pp. 543-551.

81
Dickens and Parkerl.pp: 251-259.

82
Sisonson et al., p. 325.

""%:.'"'"77.77,1"°7".17""vr"""r'''''rWT7,7-. r "rrivirray.r.Trr,r"."ra.,
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2. Abnormal stage fright, an atypical response
to the speaking situation, which does not
change during a series of successful speak-
ing experiences.

%W.

The reports of the above studies indicate that perhaps

anxiety does not hamper speaking in all instances. Knisely's

study comes closest to answering the question concerning

constriction and stimulation in this phenomenon of speech

fright. He used a descriptive method, and. he obtained infor-

nation in lengthy interviews with sixty subjects who were

considered to be prominent contemporary public speakers. 84

He found:

1. that stage ,:right is not universal, nor
was it inevitable in the speaking situation.

2. Stage fright or even nervous tension was not
essential for a successful speaking performance.
Neither was present in the, majority of current
speaking performances.

3. The average speaker did have stage fright in at
least a part of his speaking activity, but re*-
actions were mild. . .and infrequent.

83W. A. Knisely, "On investigation of the Phenomenon of
Stage liright in Certain Prominent Speakers," Syleech Monoarnnbs
XVIIIe(aune, 1951), p. 124 (abstract).

84
rbid. p. 124.
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4. . :there was some indication that speakers
with most current stage fright had had more'
formal speech training, and that subjects with
the least past stage fright had had more early
speaking activities.

5. The majority reported that their stage fright
diminished or disappeared within less than a
year after beginning a regular speaking
schedule.85

In concluding this section, it might be said that anx-

iety reactions in a speaking situation can take two differ:-

ent routes. As Sarason and Mandler report, "The anxiety

drive of the higher anxiety group tended to improve perfor-.

mance."86 or, as Bean indicates on the other hand, ft. .

anxiety (could) intensify and thereby interfere with per-

formance."87

Speech Fright and Elementary School Education

The literature shows that there has not been any

empirical or experimentally oriented research concerning the

education of elementary school children to reduce stage

85Ibid., p. 125.

86
G. Handler and S. B. Sarason, "A Study of Anxiety and

Learning," ......t7ouralofAbnorn)scholo, XXXXVII
(April, 1952), p. 174.

87
Bean, p. 550.

17.1.11...*,11.,*1.."1
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fright and anxiety. E. A. Haggard states: "Our findings

indicate that the best way to produce clear thinkers is

to help children develop into anxiety-free . . .individuals

. . .who are also trained to master a variety of intellectual.

tasks."88 This researcher bad the opportunity, when partic-

ipating in a speech program at the Englewood Public Schools

in Colorado, to teach speech. improvement in classes from

kindergarten through grade 12. It seemed, through casual

observation, that at about the 5th or 6th grade, symptoms of

speech fright began to appear in the instructor and, subse-

quently, more speech fright was observable and reported with

each succeeding grade. At times, the speech fright acted as

a stimulating factor, and at other times it did not.

Prom this researcher's own introspective experience,

and from Knisely's introspective study, it is implied that

speech fright for the individual is not a constant phenom-

enon but varies in intensity and in kind.with the individual.

88Sarason et al., oz cit., (above, note 12); p. 80.
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1) Hahn89 analyzes the speech of 1st graders

in terms of.language. She indicates that, "sentence

'structure depends more extensively'on the immediate,

situation in which (the child) speaks and the topic*

'about which he talks than is realized." In other words,

she is indicating that there are more determinants then

merely maturation of the child which influence sentence

structure in terms of length and complexity. Her intent

was not to investigate the elementary grades in order to

make a comparison between them in terms of speech abil-

itY.:She-uses the term speech proficiency primarily to

mean spoken language ability.

2) Dorothy Higgenbotham" did a study of kindergar-

ten, 1st, and 2nd grade children.. in audience situations,

paying particular attention to maturation and learning

89Elise Hahn, "An Analysis of the Content and Form of
the Speech of First Grade Children," Quarterly Journal of
Speech, XXXIV (October, 194S), 361-366.

90Dorothy C. Riggenbotham. "A Study of Kindergarten,
First, and Second Grade Children in Audience Situations, with
Particular Attention to Maturation and Learning as Evidenced
in Content, Form, and Delivery," Inech Monographs, (abstract
1962)i p. 91

0+, .0,,,fr om0.,.r..,,,yrRSPL7 r"r , nv, nyeen,,,,ro,W.,
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as evidenced in content, form, and delivery. She also

uses the term speech proficiency to Mein primarily lan-

guage proficiency. Two important findings are: "that

the amount of language employed in this situation and

the length of sentences increased with age. and ."that

language ability was influenced negatively by each ad-

dition of a.sibling."

b. The Problem of Evaluating Speech Ability

Relevant to this study is thequestion as to whether or

not speaking ability.can be realistically assessed. Thomp-

son indicates that, although speech evaluation cannot be to-

tally free of human bias, 'nonetheless, a trained speech

teacher can indicate a relative and comparatively valid in-

dex of the speaker's skills.91 .Although Carp, in his study,

indicates that six judgeswould seem to be a minimum require-

ment in obtaining true judgment of. an individualomeech

ability, nevertheless, he agrees with Pennington. He quotes

91Wayne Thompson, "Xs' There a Yardstick for Measuring
Speaking Skills ?" Quarterly Journal of Speech, XX= (Feb-

.

ruary, 1943), p. 87-91. .

92Bernard Carp, the of Certain
Personal Factors on a Speech Judgment (New Rochelle, 1945),
P. 58,
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Pennington as saying,

qUalities of speech.

and with each other.

46

. .

"Judges are reliable when rating 'general

They are consistent both with themselves

N92
Fotheringham states that a

judge can reduce error' by considering the crucial factors of

speech effectivenels. One would be that the rater ought to
.

be aware of his possible resentment to the speaker: another 4

would be the raters tendency to generalize from a few as-

pects of speech behavior about the total speech: and the last

would be an ordered way of scoring *this behavior.93

Knower cites,; "the mean average deviation in judging*

speech performances in contest speaking is slightly over.one

rank position."94 This indicates.a greater discrepancy

among speech critics. ''Gauger states: "that the expert

group is really more critical in judging these elements

92Bernard Carp. A Study of the Influence of Certain Per-
.

tonal Factors on a Speech' Judgment (New Rochelle, 1945),
p. 58.

92-Iw_

allace C. Fotheringham.'"A Technique for Measuring
Speech Effectiveness in Public Speaking Classes. " ,Speech,
Monographs. XXIII (Marche .1956). pp. 31-37.

.

94
Franklin Knower.."A Study of Rank Order: Methods of

Evaluating Performances in. Speech Contests." Journal of
Alijap.a....IPaglmizol.larl,(octdber. 1940). pp. 633-644.

".
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{speech ability) than the 9th graders . . . or the advanced

speech students.. . . ."95

Therefore, it would appear that those properly trained

to evaluate speech-making can do so objectively.

c. Relationship of poor speec% ability and various adjust-

ment tests: Knower and Gilkinson could not find any signifi-

cant relationship between the poor speakers in their study

of beginning college students and the various adjustment

tests which were used.96

%Paul Gauger, "A Comparison of the Ability of High
School Speech Students .and Speech_Experts in Rating a Speech
Performance," Journal of Educational Research, XXXXXI (Nwen-
berg 1948), p. 217.

"Howard Gilkinson and P. Knower. "A Study of Standard-
ized Personality Tests and Skill in Spedch," Journal of Edu-
cational Psychology, XXXI/ (March', 1941) ( 161-175.
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CHAPTER II

Pilot Study and Procedures

4
A. Purpose of Pilot Study

I

Development and Regularization of the Measurements
Adaptable to the Various Grades

1. .:The' Tests

a. Ross Test

b. Sally. Test

c. Direct Questioning (Car Test)

d. 'Indirect Questioning (Puppet Test)

Comparisons of Observations to the Various Testis
,

a.. Ross Test

b. Sally Test

ci Direct. Questioning (Car Test)

d. 'Indirect Questioning (Puppet Test)

Comparisons Between the Various Tests

- a. 'Awls Test Correlated with Direct Questioning

,b. ,! Ross Test Correlated" with Indirect Questioning

Sally Test Correlated with Direct.Questioning

Sally. Test Correlated with Indirect Question-
ing

48

- fN
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e. Direct Questioning Correlated with Indirect
Questioning

4. Conclusions Regarding Teats of Speech Fright

C. Efficacy of.a Structured Speech

D. , A Comparison Between the Grade Levels in' Terms Of
Speech Ability

E.. A Comparison Between the Grade Levels in Terms of
Speech Anxiety

F. A Comparison of Speech Fright and Speech Ability
Between the Observer's Ratings and the Classroom

Of
Teacher's Ratings

G. Evaluating the Communicativeness of a Short Ques7R,
ionnaire to be Filled Out by the Teachers of the
Classes Involved in the Study

R. Differences in Speech Ankiety Between the Grades

I. Major Conclusions of Pilot. Study

;: .
a
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CHAPTER IX' p.

Pilot Study and Procedures

The general purpose of this pilot study was to refine

Methodology and techniques so that.the main study of this

dissertation could be carried out.

A. Specific Purpose of Pilot Study =

The specific purpose of.this pilot study was: (a) to

. train two reliable observers, (b) to develop and regularize

tests adaptable to the various grades, (c) to test the effi- . r

cacy of a structured speech, (d) to indicate a rough compari-

son of speech ability and speech fright between grade levels& .

and WI to evaluatethe language of a short questionnaire

which was.filled out by the teachers. The sample for the

pilot study was draWn.trom the first, third, and sixth grades.

of three;parochiai schools in Detroit. A Total of 45 students .

were involved."

:97ihe Detroit Catholic schools involved in this study were:
(1) St. Louis The King, 18805 St. Louis, Detroit, Michigan
(2) Blessed Sacrament Cathedral School., 82-Delmont, Detroit

Michigan .

(3) Our LadyQ0etnof Heaven, 8230 Royat, Detroit, Michigan

.. . -50

a,

1
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Vmemi iniglimge tAily action, and organizailonal'abil-

ity were used as criteria of a child's speech ability: and

the children. were rated: in terms of these four items. Ob-

served behavior was ilseaas.the indicator oi'-speech fright"

in terms of the quality of over-control or under-control

shown4 the children, MethodolOgy was refined, and meas

urea of,,reliability between theobservers were determined...

In order for the two observers to refine their rating

procedures, the children in the classrooms were. asked to go

to the front of the class indiVidually, They were each

given a piece of clay and asked to:explain what they were

doing with the clay. They were permitted to do what they

wishes with the clay. The two observers independently rated

each child on .a fiye-point rating scale. (See Appendin) A

wore of 1 indicated high or skilled ability, and a score of

5 indicated poor or inadequate ability. With respect to

speech fright, a score of 1 indicated scarcely any signs of

speech fright; and a score of 5 indicated a great many signs

present which might point to speech fright.
, .

- With a population of 15 first-graders, 15 third-graders,

and 15 sixth-griders, the correiation coefficient betwien the

.

INWOMMINOoN
.14014444k41:161~
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observers in terms of speech ability was r .837, which is
- :...!:.,..., ;significant at the 1 per cent level of confidence. The cor 4.9 . .' .4 , , - ' .4:j ''' .. r '. . ' ,.. .9 .. .* ''

relation between the observers in pterms of speech frit!ht was -: -A`,. -
..

:.:,,,,,...,;''',
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r .733* which was Significant at the / per cent level of
confidence. . .
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B. Development and Regularization of the Measurements Adapts,',;...,,, '.,-..;

able to the Various Grades
.

c , :- - '.` ..:1
. _ ., ,..;. ' :. ,.. . - - . -:-.. , . , :::t: f$,:s ,;

, : --..::!,". i-. .., . , . .

. - '-?, ... ,..,!-:.-::: .',-, ;:-!;:,.....,-,-..Zr order to develop and regularize other measurements ..., .:I . 40;:-,
? .. ' . ..,_ .... , . t

of ipeechlfrightadaptable to the various grades, several ;,...-.:',.%;. -::,-.,. i ..,'" i I .. , ..

.. ''p :
, . ,-. . . ..:-. .' 4: - ': I . :. ..* .:. !. : I. t ... ..tests and devices through which the children could indicate ::;;;.:1 't , :'.1

. .
:.t, : : : " :-. I" - --' .1 '1.1

'- :.*, ..4 . % s .^ . -.., " .= :4
... . '' : , - ,:., ..1their speech fright were devised. Prk:ctice was especially

1

. .. . 1 . .

%-.;,,:t-,.:.,:.- ,.' necessary for developing clear and appropriate language. --.,-......,,',......A;;._
z::.---- , ;

,.. .3
a ;. -.:2. - ...':. r-

. :.-:. `" .. ...'
4. ,

1.
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Your measures for the evaluation of speech fright were de-,

veloped or adapted for this study: , (1) Ross Test, (2)t Sally -''

. Test, (3) Direct Questioning (Car Test) and (4) Indirect
; -

Questioning .(Puppet Test). The
7

first two tests (the Ross.

-. " ;;. t'
. .

, ^. 7,7.-

Test and the Sally Test) were paper-and-pencil, 1:6'
4 ) .

- d
.t. i

! '- v istered tests, their purpose was to ascertain introspectively
..!.

,, t:..the child's degree of felt speech fright. The other two . -:;,,4.vr;-!'.,.:. ,

tests (the Direct Questioning or Car Test and the Indirect n:.: ..-,<..-',.:;14,

4,1:$;1.,v Questioning Or Puppet Test) were also used to ascertain the . .. r.

I.' -.
:- i,::,...., ..., ,. -.:...,. ...,. . , . t .0

. : . ..
, .. ft.
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child's degree of ielt speech fright:introspectively; however,

.
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they were administered privately and individually.

1. The Tests
-4-4

7

a. Ross Test
. .

- "r- . ;

.. , ,

This test was a modification of the Ross-Osborne Test,

which is a self-administered, paper-and-pencil speech anxiety I: ..

.

test devised for use with college students.98 It was modi-

fied several times in terms of vocabulary and sentence struc-

ture before it was applied to the iifth- and sixth-graders. -"

. :.;

The Rose-Osborne Test asks the adult to indicate what symp.,
". :

.-
tome of speech fright are most extraordinarily felt. (See ..

,

Appendix) This test was adapted for use with fifth- and

. sixth-graders by a process of asking the children to read >.
, ,. 7. .

the questions aloud and then questioning them about what they
4

;

had read. Sometimes the children were questioned privately
-,

and individually about their comprehension of the questions
! :

A:*
: F

* on the test. Each modification was then tested out for cow,
-

7 prehension in other classes in this same manner. When the

. vocabulary.and sentence structure were finally understood by ,

.

-. .1children at this level, the modified version of the test was -. .;

1111111111 '1111101111

. 98R. S. Ross and W. J. Osborne, "Survey of Incidence of
Stage Fright," (Unpublished Research Material, Wayne State
University, 1961).

r.
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Mr

S.

accepted and subsequently named the Ross Test,' (See Amino. -

. t b. Sally Test

In order to make the concepts and directions understand-

able for younger children"from kindergarten through the

fourth. grade where reading proficiency is a variable, sever-

. al relatively language-free tests were created. Comprehensite

bility was established in two ways: (1) by directly asking .

the childrcn if they understood what was required of them,

ancl., (2) by inference from the higher range of diversity with

other tests, especially in the lower grades. The observers

found that, with some tests and some sets of directions, the

children all gave the same answer in the early grades/ and,

from this, inferences of test clarity were made. (See Appen-

dix) The test which was chosen was called the Sally Test.
ke 14

: It was a test with five faces drawn on a sheet of paper. The :Ns

faces ranged in expression from a very happy face to a very ,

,

. sad one. The children were asked to color the face which

best represented them when they spoke in front of the

each chili had a paper of his.own to color.

C. Direct Questioning (Car Test)

11

` r.

S1

f'.

:
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A small toy car wan placed on a colored racetrack no an

to approximatein an analogical way how much relative' speech

fright a child felt when he rose to speak. The child was

tolA that the farther he moved the car along the track, the

more uneasy and anxious he felt when he was asked to speak,

in class. The farther the child moved the car, the greater

the speech fright of the child. The track was divided into

five distinct sectionsa 'blue, green, yellow, orange, and

red, so that a five point rating could be given for the child's

response. Blue was the color nearest the starting position.'

of the car; and a atop on blue indicated the least amount of
I

stage fright; whereas a stop on red at the farthest end of

the track indicated the most speech fright, Each child was

tested individually in a private session with an observer.

This direct questioning appeared readily understandable to

all of the children in the pilot study. (See Appendix) 'This.

procedure was sUbseqUently modified by adkinghe child to

supply the word. .

d. indirect Questioning (Puppet Test)

One projective. test of speech fright vas created which

utilited puppets. A child was asked individually, in a pri-

vate session, Ito tell how much simulated speech fright

- . .

it

1
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puppet felt as' it spoke to a group of'three other puppets

which were set up .to represent a class of children. The

child could indicate an amount of stage fright by again mov-

ing the car on the racetrack, thus giving the responsa a five-

point rating. This. procedure was subsequently modified in the

main study by asking the child to supply the mull as tohow-''

the puppet felt.

2. 'Comparisons of Observations to the Various 'Tests

a. Ross Test

A sixth-grade class was given this paper-and-pencil

teut of 22 questions which asked for a yea or no answer to'

certain possible.extraordinary symptoms of speech fright.

.1

If the child wrote between one and three yes answers, this
,

,
i

..''was equivalent to the one on the one-to-five-point rating I,

scale, indicating little if any speech fright. A score 'of

four to six yes answers was equivalent to a two rating. A .

.. . . . . t ,' '4.,,...., ..r
: $. ,

. . ,

score of seven to nine was equivalent to a three rating. A.

score of ten to twelve; equivalent to a four rating; and a.1

J. .1

score of thirteen to twenty-two wan equivalent to a five 2:

rating and indicated a high speech fright level.

In a sample population of 15 at the sixthograde level,

t.+4

^
itikedint.

:

t
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.

the correlation coefficient betwGen the observers and the Ross

V

Test was r a .15, which is not.significant.

b. Sally Test

In a sample population of 15 at the first-grade level,

the correlation coefficient between the observers of speech

fright and the Sally Test was r .08, which is not signifi-

cant.

With a third-grade sample population of 15, the cor-

relation*between the observers and the Sally Test was r as .36
"*.

.
' a'

which, though positive, is not significant:
'".

.
r,

cr Direct Questioning (Car Test)
. ,. ,
. , 14

In a sample population of 15 at the first-grade ley'lq,
.1.;.:.,

. . :.

the correlation coefficient between the observers and the 1 ..-T.:,4.
i

.... .1

Car Test was r sli .1.6 which is not significant. ; .:,,-*1:. -1

.

..
..

_.,
. ..

, .

..d, .. .

In a sample population of 15 at the third-grade level, :' -..-..'

. the correlation coefficient between the observers and the 1 .

Car'Teet was r .08, which is not.significant.

In a sample population of 15 at the sixth-grade Lwel,

the correlation coefficient between the observers and the'Cav

Test was r .39 which, though positive, is not significant.
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(2.. Indirect Questioning (Puppet Teat)

In a sample population of 15 at the first-grade level,

the correlation coefficient between the observers and the

Puppet Test was r = .1, which is not significant.

Ina sample population of 15 at the third-grade level,

the correlation coefficient between 'the observers .and the

Puppet Test was r = -.57, which is a negative correlation

significant at the 5 per cent levelof confidence.

In a sample population of 15 at the sixthgrade level,

the correlation coefficient between the observers and the .
Puppet Test was r. .12, which is not significant.

Comparisons Between the Various Tests'

a. Ross Test Correlated with Direct Questioning
Mar Test)

In a sample population of 15 sixth-grade childzin; the

correlation coefficient between the Ross Test and the Direct
e . ,

Questigning {Car Test) was r = .64, which was significant

at the '1 per cent level. of confidence.

4

b. Ross Test Correlated with Indirect Question-,
ing (Puppet Test)

?I
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^

In a sample population of 15 sixth-grade children, the

correlation coefficient between the Indirect Questioning

(Puppet Test) and the Ross Test was r = .628, which is sig-

nificant at the 1 per cent level of confidence.

c. Sally Test Correlated with Direct Question-

ing (Car Test)

In a sample population of 15 first-grade children, the

correlation coefficient between the Direct Questioning (Car

Test). and the Sally Test was r = .49, which is not signifi-

cant. .

In a sample population of 15 third-grade children, the

correlation coefficient between the Direct Questioning (1=

Test) and the Sally Test was r = .328, which is not signifi-

cant.

d. Sally Test Correlated with Indirect Question-

ing (Puppet Test)

In a sample population of 15 first-grade children, the

correlation coefficient between the Indirect Questioning

(Puppet 'Test) and the Sally Test was r = -.109, which is not

significant.

in a sample population of 15 third-grade children, the

correlation coefficient between tie Indirect Questioning

!- =

;

I

r
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.
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(Puppet Test) and the Sally Test was r = .140, which'iwnot

significant.

e. Direct Questioning (Car Test) Correlated with
Indirect Questioning (Puppet Test)

In a sample. population of 15 first-grade children, the

correlation coefficient between the Indirect Questioning

(Puppet Test) and the Direct Questioning (Car Test) was

r = .342, which is not significant.

In a sample population of 15 third-grade children, the

correlation coefficient between the Indirect Questioning

(Puppet Test) and the Direct Questioning (Car Test) was

= .168, which is not significant.

In a sample population of 15.sixth-grade children, the

correlztion coefficient between the Indirect Questioning

(Puppet Test) and.the Direct Questioning (Car Test) was

r = .628, which was significant at thd 1 per cent '_evel of

confidence.

4. Conclusions Regarding Tests of Speech Fright

4

. .

a. The pilot study tends to support the literature

. and previous research in that the observations of speech
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. correlate with any of the introspective tests of speech

fright.

b. There was a significant negative correlation

between the Indirect Questioning (Puppet Test) and the

observers' observations of speech fright for the third

grade class. Perhaps the child projects his wishedie.for

feelings upon the puppets rather than his actual feelis

ingot It might also be that the child at this age

level has a greater need to please the observer.

t

6

C. The introspective tests tend toward a degree

of correlation with each other. The introspective tests

seem less correlated with the observers' observations.

This brings out the possibility, as discussed in the

erature..that the observers' observations and. the intro-

.. spectiiht tests are measuring different phenomena (xoth'.

of which maybe of interest to this study).

d. At the sixth-gradw-level, the Ross Teat, the

Direct Questioning (Car Test), and the Indirect Neva

tioning (Puppet Test) are significantly correlated° This

maindicate that older children are more consistent in.

;

ter
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their responses to introspective tests.

e. At the third-grade level* the introspective

tests [the. Sally Test* the Direct Questioning fear Test)*

and the Indirect Questioning(Puppet Test)] are the least

correlated. It may be"that* as was stated in conclusion

2 third.grade children are less able to assess their

own feelings or are, at this age, most anxious to give

a pleasing answer when facing an examiner in a private

session. Since he Sally Test is not privately admin.:.

istered, the Child might not be as afraid to admit his

in* feelings in this impersonal situation.

f. Since there was a higher correlation'among

the.introspective measurements at. the sixth-grade level,

which was significant at thel. per cent Confidence level

it may be inferred that these introspective measurements

have a greater validity in terms of consistently testing

the same speech fright phenomena with older children.

C. Efficacy of 'a Structured Speech'

Another part of the pilot study was carried out to indi-

cate the relative effectiveness of the structured speech with-

in the classroom in terms of its being a typical or represenm

:1-

. ;
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tational kind of speech. There are two ways to obaerve the

speech-making of elementary school children. One is to watch

carefully each child's many different speaking occurrences

ana to draw a general picture of the child's speech-making

ability from these observations. The other is to choose

a prescribed speaking sample of one or two minutes and .then.

have two trained observers systematiCally rate the child on

ability. The shoit structured speech situation was used in

evaluating each child. It was desirable that this structured

speefah present the observers with a reasonable fscsimile of a

child's actual speech-making in order that it not give a"dis.

torted or falie picture. The structured situation wae.deft

viSed, therefore..to bring together into one short speech the

possibilities for both the formal and the impromptu aspects

of actual speech-making. The speech utilized a piece of clay

as its topic. In this speech, each child was asked to take

a piece of clay in his hands in front. of the class awl to

explain what. he was doing.

e

Because this "clay" speech had both formal and i*promptu

aspects, it was hypothesized that it might be reasonably pre-

dictive of the child's actual classroom speech ability and

anxiety. The pilot study was devised in part to test this

:

t .

I
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predication by comparing the structured speech to the real

classroom speeches of the same children.

The observer entered the classroom, was introduced to

the children, and took .a. seat at the back of the room. For

a period of one half hour he observed the Children in a us-

ual classroom speech situation such as show and tell, read-

ing aloud, curriculum participation, and discussions. The

children were observed for speech fright, using the same

criteria dnd rating scale that were devised for use with the

structured clay speech. Later, these same children were

asked by another observer to participate in the structured

clay speech. They were rated again as to speech fright and

speech ability.

Xn a sample population of 22 children from the first

grade, third grade, and sixth grade, the correlation coef-

ficient between the observed speech anxiety in the structured

clay speech and the observed speech anxiety in the actual

classroom speech situation was r = .745, which is significant

at the 1 per cent level of confidence.

It was concluded from the pilot study, therefore, that

the structured speech is representational for the phenomenon

at
r.

1'
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of speech fright and has utility in scadictina the child's

level of speech .fright as observed.

D. A Comparison Between the Grade rowels in Terms of Speech
Ability

In order to obtain a comparison of ,speech ability at the

different grade levels, the rating scale of five point., which

was developed for the observed clay speech was used. Sine

speech ability was broken down into four arus, voice, lam

guagel action, and thought, these four areas were then com

pared at the three grade level& A mean score for each

category was obtained for comparison at each grade level.

The scores for each grade level Were charted on a histogram

for further comparison. (See Appendix for pilot histograms

of speech ability.) The scores obtained were used to find a

standard deviation from the mean score at -each grade level,

and these standard deviation s core= ware also coapared. (See.

Appendix for chart of standard deviatiims.)

The mean score for the thoumi.ht dimension in the first'

,grade was 3.0; for the third grade, it was 2.81 and for the

sixth grade, it was 2,0.

;.
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supported by a comparison of the mean scores of

The histogram of action shows the greatest proficiency

at the first-grade level, with decreasing proficiency in the

third grade, and even further 4c-crease in action proficiency

at the sixth-grade level. This decrease is not reflected in

the mean scores at each grade level.

The histogram of thou,2111 shows the greatest thought

proficiency at the sixth grade level, with a lesser degree of

thought proficiency at the third-grade level. The least

amount of thought proficiency is at the first-grade level.

This is supported by the comparison of the mean scores of

thought proficiency at the three grade levels.

The standard deviation of voice in the first grade was

.892; for the third grade, it was .553; and for the sixth

grade, it was .591.

The standard deviation of 2.a. proficiency in the

first grade was .892; for the third grade, it was .522; and

for the sixth grade, it was .573.

The standard deviation of action proficiency in the

first grade was 1.244; for the third grade, it was .4989;

7
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and foz t e sixth grade, it was .562.

The standard cl_eviation of thought proficiency in the

first grade was 1.047; in the third grade, it was .746; and

for the sixth grade, it was .695.

It was concluded that:

1. Generally speaking, language seems to improve as

a child matures in age and progresses in grade

level.

2. Thoughtproficiency seems to improve with age and

with advancing grade levels.

3. Voice proficiency seems to decrease slightly as

age increases and as grade level incr Is. Per-

haps increased anxiety in a structu nation

could account for this slight drcp.

4. Action proficiency seems to decrease for many

children as they become older. Perhaps more in-

hibitions concerning bodily actions develop as the

child matures, or perhaps the children are taught by

the teacher to move less, and thus become conditioned.
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As the children's ages increased, they tended to

have scores which grouped more Closely together,

and they seemed to be more homogenous. Perhaps the

extreme examples scored at the'first-grade level

had been modified by extra teacher attention to

their, problems,

6. At the first-grade level, the thought proficiency

and action proficiency standard deviations showed

the group to be more heterogeneous on these two

items. Thought proficiency remains tha area in

which the scores are consistently more heterogeneous,

even at the third- and sixth-grade levels, although

they are more homogenous than they were in the first

grade. .

7. In language proficiency, action proficiency, and

voice proficiency, the standard deviations indicate

a slight tendency to be more homogenous at the third-

grade level than at the sixth-grade level. Perhaps

this age group tends to be ono
,

wnxcn thes e 'kinds

of scores would be the most homogenous. Extreme

problems have been given teacher help, and native
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abilities have not yet been developed to any extent.

E. I' Comparison Between the Grade Levels in Terms of Speech

Anxiety

In order to compare anxiety at the different grade levels,

the mean scores of the children on the various tests of anx-

iety were compared at each grade level. Histograms were made

to show th6 comparison of anxiety in terms of numbers of

children at each point on the fiveLpoint rating scale. (See

histograms of anxiety and chart of mean anxiety scores in

Appendix.) The standard deviation of anxiety scores for each

measure of anxiety was tabulated at each grade level for

further comparison.

The mean score for Direct Questioning (Car Test) of anx-

iety for the first grade was 2.5; for the third grade, it was

2.7; and for the sixth grade, it was 3.7.,

The mean score for Indirect Questioning (Puppet Test)

of speech fright for the first grade was 2.7; fOr the third.

grade, it was 2.5; and for the sixth grade itlwas 3.3.

The mean score for the Sally Test at the first- and

third-grade levels, and for the Ross Test of anxiety at the

- 42,
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sixth-grade level, was 1.9 at the first-grade level; for the

third grade, it was 1.7; and for the sixth grade, it was 3.3.

The mean score for observed anxiety on the judgments of

the clay speech was 2.8 for .the first grade, 3.2 for the third

grade, and 3.4 for the sixth grade.

The histogram shows that a larger number of children re-

port less anxiety on the SallyTest than in the other tests

for anxiety. A greater number of children report anxiety on

all tests at the sixth-grade level'than do.children at the

first- or third-grade levels.

There seems to be a greater number of children at the

third- and sixth-grade levels* who are.observed to be anxious.

This is supported by the larger class mean score on observa-*

tion at these levels.

A larger number of children at the third -grade level

report less anxiety.on both the Sally Test and the Indirect

Questioning (Puppet Test) than at any other level. *Third .:.

grade children indicate a little more speech fright through

the Direct Questioning (Car Test).
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At the first-grade level, the standard deviations for

all of the tests on anxiety are the largest.

A comparison of the standard deviations of all of the

anxiety tests at the third-grade level shows that they vary

the most at this level from test to.test, whereas the first

grade test deviations are all high, and the sixth grade devi-

ations are all low, with the exception of one.

At the sixth-grade level, the standard deviation on the

Ross Anxiety Test is highei than any of the other standard

deviations for any test at any age level. It is higher than

that recorded for. the Sally Test at the first- and third-

grade level.

It was concluded that:

1. Children have more anxiety about speech-making

as they grow older, perhaps due to conditioping or

. fear of doing poorly.

2. Children at the sixth-grade level report more

anxiety on the introspective tests and are more

consistent with other tests of speech fright.

3. Children at the third-grade level seem to be ;.-

.14Ali
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ambivalent in their reporting of anxiety in the

introspective tests. .While a greater number of them.

have observed anxiety than do children at the first-

grade level, they sometimes report even less anxiety

than those'in the first grade. Perhaps this is due

to a wish to hide their feelings from themselves,

from others, or from both. They are less consist

ent with other measurements of speech fright.

4. A great number of children reported less anxiety

on the Sally Test than on any other test. Perhaps

they liked the smiling faces or were loathe.to show

an unhappy visual image of themselves, since this is

the only completely visual test given to measure

introspective feelings.

5. The standard deviation. scores seem to empha4ze the

ambivalence of the .third grade with fluctuations in

deviation from test to test.

6. The first-grade children seem to by the most'hter-

ogeneous group; they vary more widely in their an-

swers to questions.
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7. The sixth-grade class showed the greatest devia-

tion from the mean in the Ross Anxiety Test. Since

this one score seemed so out of line with allof

the -other scores given, it may be a reflection of

very poor reading ability on the part of some of

the children; this was the only test given to chil-

dren in which reading was requested. The histo-

gram would tend to support this inference.

F. A Comparison of Speech Fright and Speech Ability Between
the Observer's Ratings and the Classroom Teacher's Rat-
ings

A first- and a third-grade teacher wexe each asked to

rate the children' within their respeciive classes in. terms

of speech ability and speech anxiety on the five-point rat-

ing scale. (See Appendix for an example of this rating scale.)

The children's speech ability was rated in terms of voice,

language, action, and thought (Organizational skill). The

children's speech fright was rated in terms of bodily be-

havior on a five-point rating scale. The teachers' scores

were correlated with the mean scores of the observers' rat-

ingsof each .of these children.

a
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The correlation coefficient between the first arade

teacher and the observers' ratings of speech ability in a

population .y2 15 first-graders was r = .73, which is signifi-

cant at the 1 per cent level of confidence.

The correlation coefficient between the first grade

teacher and the observers' ratings of speech anxiety in a

population of 15 was r = .54, which is significant at the

5 per cent level of confidence.

The correlation coefficient between the third grade

teacher and the observers' ratings of speech ability in a

population of 15 was r = .25, which is not significant.

The correlaton coefficient between the third grade

teacher and the observers' ratings of speech anxiety in a

popultion.of 15 was r = -.001, which is not significant.

It was concluded that:

1. Since this was a very small sample of teachers for

rating, it is doubtful whether any conclusions of

significance can be drawn. One of the teacher's

ratings correlated with the observers' ratings,

and one did not. Whether this one teacher was more
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perceptive, more attuned to the observers' rating

system, or whether it is easier to predict speech

anxiety and ability at first-grade level than

at the third-grade level, are factors which are

not known and would have to be explored further.

2. Both teachers seemed better able to predict speech

ability than speech anxiety and had higher appro-

. priate correlations with the observers.

G. Evaluating the Communicativeness of a Short Question-
naire to be Filled out by the. Teachers of the* Classes
Involved in the Study

The first, third, and sixth grade teachers who'se pupils

were involved in a part of this pilot study were given a

short questionnaire. (See Appendix) The following questions

were asked:

1.. .14batdoes it mean to you when you say that a child

2. What does it mean to you when you say that a child

has speech fright?

3. In relation to your specific class:

a) Should speech be taught as a separate sub-

ject or as part and parcel of all other sub-

jects?
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b) Should we call attention to the way A

child speaks? How?

4. How Many speech courses have you taken?

The three teachers in this =all sample population de-

fined good speech as being. primarily good enunciation. In

defining speech fright, two teachers defined it primarily

in terms of forgetting the material when the child was up

in front of the class; and the other teacher defined it pri-

marily in terms of a fear or inability to face a class.

With respect to whether speech should be taught as a

. . _separate subject or be incorporated into the teachlng or

other subjects, two teachers indicated that speech should be

integrated into the general curriculum, while one felt it
. .

would be better taught in a separate situation.

In regard to the questions as to whether and how the

teacher ought to call attention to the child's speech, one

teacher said that she had no opinions; one teacher felt that

a child should be told in private about his speech. In terms

of speech courses taken, only one teacher of the three 'lad

had a speech course. This was a beginning speech course at

the college level.



78

The teachers responded meaningfully to this short ques-

tionnaire in terms of directions and concepts intrinsic to it.

H. Differences in Speech Anxiety Between the Grades

Do the Children in the lower grades reveal patterns on

both observed speech fright and self-reported speech fright

which are different from those observed and reported in the

higher grades?

A first, third, and sixth grade class, each with a popu-

lation of 15, were observed during their clay speeches and

rated as to their degree of speech fright. The same children

were also asked, via direct questioning with the Car Test,

whether they were feeling speech fright. Frequency compari-

sons were made, and tests of chi square were applied.

When the observations of speech fright frequency were

compared; it was found that there were no significant differ-

ences in speech fright frequencies between the first, third,

and sixth grades.

When the scores of speech fright frequency, obtained

from the direct questioning (Car Test) at each grade level

were compared, it was found that there was a significant
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difference at the 1 per cent level of confidence. The scores

showed that children in the higher grades' indicated on the ii-

rect questioning (Car Test) that they had significantly more

speech fright than the children in the lower grades.

Thus, the children, when observed, seemed to show no

significant speech fright differences between grade levels.

But when they were asked about their level of speech fright,

they reported a significantly higher frequency of speech

fright in the higher grades. This might indicate that two

different phenomena are involved and are being measured.

I. Major Conclusions of Pilot Study

1. In this pilot study, the data may be accepted at

face value; that is, reliable observed measures of anxiety

are just that--expert observations. The same is true with

the introspective reports given.

2. This pilot study does support the literature, in

that introspective reports are not positively correlated to

observation reports.

3. The trained observers are reliable with respect

to the measurement of both speech ability and speech fright.

The grp''-related introspective devices appear to be most
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reliable and are correlated with each other.

4. The significant correlation between observers in-

dicates that similar phenomena are identically being seen;

namely, signs of speech fright and signs of speech ability.

5, The Sally Picture Test is more appropriate for the

earlier grades than is the Ross Questionnaire. Both tests can

be interpreted to infer attitudes toward the speaking situa-

tion.

6. Empirically, it was indicated that samples drawn

from kindergarten, second, fourth, and sixth grades would be

predictive.
99

401011mmnow=1._

99John H. Gaeth, Ph.D., Professor of Audiology, and Di-
rector of Hearing Clinic and of the Deaf Education Program,
"Verbal and Non-verbal Learning in Children, Including Those
with Hearing Losses," (Co-operative Research Project 1001,
1960, John H. Gaeth). This report shows that, in a variety
of studies, differences between adjacent grades were seldom
statistically significant; however, differences between every
other grade usually were. In conv:Irsz.zion with Dr. Gaeth on

June 20, 1966, he further indicated that, whenever the matura-
tion and development of children were normal, this phenomenon
held true.
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educations'or less.

Two types of paper-and-pencil tests were given to the

children at this school in order to ascertain norms for

speech fright. The teachers were given teacher attitude

questionnaires to fill out.

C. Herman Elementary

The Herman Elementary public school is located in West

Detroit and is fairly close to the outer rim of the city.

Directly behind the school is a city housing project which

houses very low incomefamilies. Adjacent to the other sides

of the school are small,.older, one-and two-story frame

houses which are modest, attractive, and cleanly kept. Far-

ther.away. from the school, but within the school district,

are newer homed. This neighborhood is predominantly white,

Catholic and Protestant. The school also has a Negro

population (about 300/ of the school populatiOn)1 most of

whom are brought in by bus. The school caters to a popula-

tion of approximately eighteen hundred elementary school

children who can be classified into three groups: (1) The

low income group which resides in the housing project are

".-.% - nr
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Subjees, Materials, and Procedures

Subjects

1. Descri*otion of the Schools and Their Dcsignated
2ur*ooso for the Study

a. 0. W. Holmes Elementary

kd. W. Holmes Llementary nublic school is .Lccated^

in southwest Detroit in a neighborhood where most of the

homes are one-and two-story frame houtlos. There are many

vhite, Catholic, Polish families living in this area,

families who settled there several years before. The

assistant princial remarked of the neighborhood, "It is not

expected to change.
^^

Ihe neighborhood is older (many of

the houses having been built thirty or forty years ago) and

is considered stable. Across the railroad tracks and about

two miles away, there is a Negro community. The school

caters to a population .of approximately seven hundred

°Communicated to the writer by ncezic-"."

pal of the Holmes School in a conversation on April 27, 1933.

83
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children; 85 per cent of these children are white, and 15

per cent are Negro. The fathers of these children are pri-

mar ily factory workers with high school educations.

Two kinds of paper-and-pencil tests were given to-the

children of this school in order to ascertain norms for

speech fright. Teacher attitude questionnaires were given

to the teachers to fill out.

b. Dossin Elementary

The Dossin Elementary public school is located in

North West Detroit; it is situated in a newer neighborhood

where most of the houses are one-and two-story brick. This

school district lies at the outer rim, of the city. It is

sated in a white, Catholic and Protestant neighborhood

and serves approximately six hundred children. Eighty per

cent of the children are white, and 20 per cent are Negro.

The Negro children do not live within the boundaries of

this school district and are brought in by bus. The majority

of the parents of the white children are in professional

occupations and have collage educations. Most of the .par-

ents of the Negro children are workers and have high school

1'0
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Two types of paper-and-pencil tests were given to the

children at this school in order to ascertain norms for

speech fright. The teachers were given teacher attitude

questionnaires to fill out.

d. Herman Elementary

The Herman Elementary public school is located in West

Detroit and is fairly close to the outer rim of the city.

Directly behind the school is a, city housing project which

houses very low incomefamilies. Adjacent to the other sides

of the school are small, older, one-and two-story frame

houses which are modest, attractive, and cleanly kept. Far-

ther.away from the school, but within the school district,

are newer bomeS. This neighborhood is predominantly white,

Catholic and Protestant. The school also has a Negro

population (about 30% of the school population), most of

whom are brought in by bus. The school caters to a popula-

tion of approximately eighteen hundred elementary school

children who can be classified into three groups: (1) The

low income group which resides in the housing project are

'"-
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80 percent white and 20 per cent Negro. Approximately 200

of the 529 families from this group are families without

fathers. The average education of the parents in this

group is below high school level. (2) The second group of

children at this school is comprised of the middle class

Negro children who are brought into the school district by

bus. The parents of the children in this group, for the

most part, have at least a high school education or better.

Approximately 128 families are included here in this group -

ing. (3) The third group of children are those who live

outside the housing project but within the school district.

These children represent a'low middle class or upper low

class grouping. About 1 to 2 per cent of the parents in

this group are of professional status; most of them have at

least a high school education. Approximately 234 families

are included in this grouping. The principal of the Herman

School considers this school to have a representative cross-

section of the Detroit elementary public school population.

This school was selected for in depth observation of

speech anxiety and speech ability within the grades. Here

the students were personally interviewed with respect to

; - ..1. 1' ,yr.
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given to the children, and the teachers were individually

interviewed regarding the teacher questionnaire, The teach-

ers here were also asked to rate their students in regard

to what they felt were their speech anxieties and speech

ability.

2. The. Sample Population

A total of 1,166 elementary school children were in-

volved in this study, along with 28 elementary school

teachers from the aforementioned three schools. Sixty

children from each grade were selected for the study, since

past studies indicate that from 50 to 55 szudents seems to

provide a fair and adequate representation,
101-

B. Materials

The materials used in this study were:

101John H. ;aeth, Ph.D., Professor of .Audiology, Direc-
tor of Hearing Clinic and of the Deaf Education Program.
'Dr. Gacrtb, in a conversation with the wwiter on June 20,
1966, 'id that his experiments showed that, in extensive
studies with elementary school children, sample sizes of
from 50 to 55 were adequate fck statistical analysis.
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1. Car on Racetrack (for direct questioning)

This test was used to determine the re-

lative degree of speech "fright" which the child

could indicate by moving a car along a racetrack,

the furthest point representing high speech fright.

2. Set of Children's Puppets (for indirect questioning)

This test was used to determine indirectly

What the child himself might be feeling with re-

spect to speech fright by allowing him to project

those feelings onto the puppets.

3. Sally Picture Test

This paper-and-nencil *test was used to de-

termine the primary grades' speech attitudes about

speech fright. The test consisted of five faces,

ranging in expression from a very happy face to a

very sad one. The child was to choose the face

most like his in the speaking situation.

4. Ross Questionnaire Form

This paper-and-pencil test was used to de-

termine the speech attitudes of children in the up-

per elementary grades about speech fright. The
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test consisted of 22 questions asking the child

to indicate the various symptoms of speech fright.

5. Researcher's Rating Form

This form was used to score the child's

speech ability and speech fright. A rating of one

through five could be indicated on this form.

G. Teacher's rv1t4.ng Form

This form was used to evaluate and score the

child's speech ability and speech fright. A rating

of one through five could be indicated on this form.

7. Teacher Questionnaire Form

This form consisted of six questions asked to

determine teacher attitudes with respect to speech

ability and. speech fright.

C. Procedures

1. Procedures Used in Schools

The Holmes and Dossin elementary schools were' involved

only in the Ross and Sally paper-and-pencil tests. This

took ten minutes of the teacher's time to administer :sae

a

Herman School was involved in a more intensive styl. Here

. . " 4 / /: '
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the researchers spent approximately one hour in each class-

room observing speech fright and speech ability. Then

each child was taken out of the classroom for a private

interview regarding his feelings concerning speech fright.

Each interview ran five to seven minutes. The researchers

averaged one grade per day. In this first -hand survey.

study, only kindergarten, second; fourth, and sixth grades

were observed by the researchers. Past studies have

indicated that the maturation process proceeds along these'

lines of skipped grades. 102

In the Holmes and Dosiin Schools, where only the paper -

and- pencil tests were administered, kindergarten, first,

second, third, fourth, fifth, and sixth grades were used.

However, in tabulating the results, the first and second

grade children were combined; the third and fourth grade

children were combined; and the fifth and sixth grade

children' were combined.

2. Procedures with Materials

IIM.IM.....=1111.111.11011610.11.1.1.1. a
102

Gaeth, op. cit., (above, note 99).

'1,0,1"A'Zj`''ArPf,'""r"-"":.^;34-Are-1.,1,14.4.-.1.;*,7.4; .;k4
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a) At the Holmes and Dossin Elementary Schools

This researcher asked the principals at the Holmes and

Dossin elementary schools to give each of their teachers

from kindergarten through the sixth grade the Sally Test or

the Ross Test to administer to their pupils,. The Sally Test

was designated to be given to children from kindergarten

through the fourth grade; the Ross Test was to be given in

. the fifth and sixth grades. The teachers who administered

the Sally Picture Test simply distributed the test and then

read the directions aloud to the children. The directions

read: "How do you feel when you talk to the class? Which

face is you when you talk to the clasS? Color you:" The

teachers were told not to discuss the test, but were merely to

read the directions to the children three times. The teach-

ers who administered the Ross Questionnaire form were asked

to follow the same procedure, but their directions were dif-

ferent. They merely gave their class the cluestionnaire and

said nothing to the children. This form asked the child to

write yes if (those symptoms of speech fright) happened often.

The parenthstical insertion was implied.

Each of the participating teachers was given a teacher

A %' -4"; ;
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questionnire form to fill out at their own convenience.

The results from the teacher slestionnaires, the Sally

Picture Test, and the Ross Questionnaire form were then col

lected by the researcher.

b) At the Herman Elementary School

At the Herman Elementary School, a more expanded

study was carried out. Speech fright and speech ability

were personally observed by two trained researchers; the

Sally and Ross Tests were personally administered; the

introspective tests ,were personally administered; the teach-

ers were asked to rate each of the children in their class-

rooms as to speech fright and speech ability; the teachers

were personally interviewed.

This writer and his assistant worked with tutk kinder-

gartens, two second grade classes, two fourth grade classes,

and two sixth grade classes in order to accomplish the

above objectives.

The researchers went into each class and asked the

teacher to leave in order that they might work alone with

.the class. This gave the teacher an opportunity to rate

.'"VP .`" 7'41'

r
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and degree of speech fright were. When the teacher had

left the room, the Sally Test and the Ross Test were ad

ministered to the children in the same manner in which it

had been done in the ether schools. Thc clir.:ctions were

simply read three times to the children, and they were to

complete the tests by themselves. 'When the children had

completed one of the two tests, according to their grade

level, one researcher went up on front of the room and bald

the children that they were going to play a game. He stated

that he would call each person up so that he could tell

what he was doing with a piece of clay. He stressed that

one 'could do all sorts of things with a piece of clay and

tell about it as one did so. Then he demonstrated how he

might do things with .the clay and so related this to the

children. It WAS emphasized that. there were many different

things that could be done, and that they did not need to

copy or to imitate what others in the class might do. In

any case, if a child could not think of what to say, he

could just hold the clay and say, "I'm holding the clay;

I'm holding the clay, etc." When the'researcher was

---
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satisfied that the children in the class understood what

was expected of them, he called on the first child to begin.

As each child spoke, the two researchers scored them

as to their level of speech fright and their speech ability.

(See pilot study as to general procedures for this.) When

all of the children had had their turns, the teacher was

'Called back to the class. It was at this time that the

teachers were asked to return their rating sheets for each

of the children and personally asked (usually in the privaty

of the teachers' lounge) those questions on the teacher's

questionnaire. (See Appendix.) When the teacher returned,

,each child was taken separately into a room and asked to sit

down beside the interviewer. In front of the child on a

table was a car on a racetrack and several realistic, child-

like puppets in. a simulated grouping where one of the child-

puppets was supposedly speaking to the others.

The child was first asked how he feels when he stands

up to speak in front of the class. Whatever word the child

said was then evaluated with respect to the car on the race-

track. For example, if the child said "fine," the inter-

viewer, pointing to the car on the racetrack, said, "This
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beginnincri.)vint is very fine: this middle point is not so

fine; and this last point is not so fine at all." The in-

terviewer was sure to accentuate his voice inflection and

facial expressions to indicate the differences of very fine,

not so fine, and not so fine at all. The former feeling

was expressed in a positive manner, and the latter indicat-

ed with negative voice and gestures. The child was asked .

to move the car along the track to indicate the degree of

positive or negative value which he gave to his own word.

"fine."

Another word used by the child might be "scared."

In this event the interviewer, utilizing the car on the

track, would say, "This point is not so scared, this point

is plain scared, and this point is very scared." If the

word "good" was used by the child the interviewer would say,

"This point is good, this point is not so good, and this

point is not so good at all." In this way, the child was

made to follow through on his own word and was not subtly

directed by a word that the interviewer might suggest..

After the child had slid the car along the track

"""': " ."11
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indicating the positive or negative aspect of his word,

the interviewer looked at the puppets and said, "This

puppet is speaking to the children in his class. now

do. you think he feels?"103 Again, the word, which the child

chose to sub:ait was used, and its positive or negative value

was again evaluated by how far he moved or did not move the

car alo,-;;g oa the track. In these ways, each of the children

in the classe:s was interviewed. It should be pointed out

that, in order to keep the children from mentioning this

experience to the other children in their classes, they were

kept in the hall Or in another room until all of the children

were interviewed.

3. Statistical Procedures

In order to tabulate the results of this study, a

five-point rating scale was used for all evaluative pro-

cedures. With respect to the observation speech fright

form, the observation speech ability form, the Car Test,

and the Sally Test, a one-through-five sequence was merely

103
It sbould be pointed out that the purtsts ware ea!

both sexes, and there was a set of Negro puppets. :.:s well as
white puppets so ;:hat the interviewer could point out the
appropriate puppet for the child to choose.

,.r
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designated. to score of one was designated to mean low

speech fright, and the higher number more speech fright, so

that a score of five was considered high speech fright. In

the case of speech ability, one was designated to mean good

speech ability, and the higher number poorer speech ability,

so that a score of five was considered very poor speecic

ability.)

Since the Ross Test asked 22 questions, it did not

readily lend itself to this five-point rating scale. There-

fore, these questions were divided to take into account the

five-point rating scale so that all of the tests in this

study had a similar frame of reference. The division or

breakdown with respect to the 22 questions in the Ross Test

in order to relate it to the five-point *scale was as follows:

If the child indicated between one and three yes answers, a

score of one was indicated. If the child indicated between

four and six yes answers, a score of two was designated. If

the child indicated between seven and nine yes answers, a score

of three was designated. If the child indicated between ten

and twelve yes answers, a score of four was designated. And

if the child indicated over thirteen yes answers, a score

;!, 0 4
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of five was designated.1"

After recording these results with respect to child,

grade, and tests, as shown by this five-point rating scale,

it was decided to combine the lows and the highs. In other

words, scores of four'or five on the rating scale were desig-

nated as high speech fright, scores of one and two were de-

signated as low speech fright, and a score of three was de-

signated as average speech fright.105

The number of high, low, and average speech fright scores

was then compared between the grades and between researchers

and teachers through the statistical analysis of chi squares

which had been found to be the most appropriate measure in

the study. However, several t tests are also reported in the

next chapter.

104It should be pointed out that this designation or di-
vision was not arbitrarily designed. For example, in an un-
published study by this writer, the original Ross and Osborne
Speech Fright Test for college-age students was compared with
the Ipat Psychological Test for a similar match with respect
to anxiety. It was found that a breakdown similar to the one
in this study also reflected the same amount of high, low and
average anxiety onthe Ipat Test.

105In terms of speech ability, a score of four or five .

was designated as door speech ability; a score of one or two,
as good speech Ability; and a score of three, as average.

1 4,, t off. 4),"rky:
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.1.11 order to deteraine wbether a relationship existed

between speech fright and poor speaking ability, the good

and average speaking ability scores were then added togeth-

er and compared with speech fright scores to determine if

such a relationship could be found. If no significant dif-

ferences were shown by chi squares, it would indicate that

there was little or no such relationship.

Since the pilot study indicated the low correlation be-

tween the various tests used in this study, between the re-
:

searchers and the tests, and between teachers and the tests,

this statistical analysis was not used in the primary study.

Instead, percentages of agreement'between these subjects

were specifically indicated and therein conclusions drawn.

The 5% level of confidence has been .used to .indicate

significant differences throughout the main study.

I
%.1. .0



CHAPT2R IV

Presentation and Interpretation of Data

A. Introduction

B. Frequency of Speech-Fright by Grades

1. As Measured by Direct Observation

2. As Measured by Direct Questioning (Car Test)

3. As Measured by Indirect Questioning (Puppet Test)

4. As Measured by Ross and Sally Tests, Administered
by Researchers

5. As Measured by Ross and Sally Tests, Administered
by Individual Teachers

6. As Reported by the Individual Teachers

C. Level and Extent of Speech Ability by Grades

1. As Measured by Trained Observers

2.. As Reported by. Individual Teachers*

D. Relationship of Speech Fright to Speech Ability

1. Analysis and Results by Grades

a. Sixth Grade - -by combining the good and average
speech ability scores and comparing them with
speech fright scores derived from:

1) Direct Questioning (Car Test)
2) Researchers' Observations
3) Ross Test
4) Indirect Questioning (Puppet Test)

100
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b. Fourth Grade- -by combining the good and aver-
age speech ability scores and comparing them
with speech fright scores derived from:

1) Direct Questioning (Car Test)
2) Researchers' Observations
3) Sally Test
4) Indirect Questioning (Puppet Test)

c. Second Grade--by combining the good and aver-
age speech ability scores and comparing them
with speech fright scores derived from:

1) Direct Questioning (Car Test)
2) Researchers' Observations
3) Sally Test
4) Indirect Questioning (Puppet Test)

d. Kindergartenby combining the good and aver-
age speech ability scores and comparing them
with speech fright scores derived from:

1) Direct Ouestioning.(Car Test)
2) Researchers' Observations
3) Sally Test
4) Indirect Questioning (Puppet Test)

2. Chance Distribution Tables for Respective Grades

E. Comparison Between Teachers' Ratings and Researchers'
Ratings

1. Speech Fright as Measured by Observation

2. Speech Fright as Measured by Paper-and-Pencil
Tests

3. Speech Ability Ratings

4. Quantitative Agreement. Between Teachers'
Observation of Speech Fright and Researchers'
Observation of Speech Fright

!,4
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5. Quantitative Difference Between Teachers'
Observation of peedh Fright and Researchers'
Observation of Speech Fright as Measured by
Introspective Tests

F. Relative Predictive Value of Tests

1. Frequency of Agreement Between Tests. at Each Grade

a. Sixth Grade

b. Fourth Grade

c. Second Grade

d. Kindergarten

G. Socio-economic Difference in Speech Fright Between
Schools as Measured by Paper-and-Pencil Tests

H. Teacher Attitudes with respect to Speech Ability,
Spedch Fright, and Speech Curriculum in the Elementary
Grades

I. The differences in Speech Fright according to sex,
as measured by the Introspective Tests and Researchers'

Observations.

J. Analysis of Mean Fright Scores (t Tests)

'
1

41
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CHAPTER IV

Presentation and Interpretation of Data

Introduction

The results are presented in the same order as the

statement of the problem. Thus, this chapter presents the

results as follows:

(a) The frequency of speech fright by grade, and then an

analysis of the differences;

(b) The relationship of speech dbility and spdech

fright, and then an analysis of the differences;

(c) The comparison between teachers' ratings and

researchers' ratings, and then an analysis of the

differences,'as well as an arithmetical indication

of agreement;

(d) The predictive value of the various tests and

indications of agreement with other tests;

(e) The differences in speech fright between the

schools involved in this study, and then an

analy4s of their differences;

(f) Teachers' attitudes with respect to speech fright

and speech ability;

, , W21.. ff ;
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(g) Speech fright according to sex, as measured by the

introspective tests and Researchers' Observations;

(h) The application of t tests for this study.

It should be pointed out that sections (e) , (g), and (h) are

not mentioned in the Chapter I statement of the problem but,

were included in the analysis and are now thought to have

some relevance.

Inerever possible, tables and graphs are included to

clarify statistical relationships. The tables indicate by

grade and/or schools, the raw speech fright score of high,

low, and average; or good, poor, and average in the case of

speech ability.

The graphs are labeled and indicate speech fright and

speech ability .differences between grades, and between re-

searchers and teachers. The vertical line in these graphs

represents the respective grades, and the horizontal line

represents the number of pupils.

The statistical analysis is found under the tables.
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B. Frequency of Speech Fright by Grades

1. As Measured by Direct Observation

a. Breakdown of Scores

In a population of 66 sixth-graders, 65 fourth-graders.

61 second-graders, and 53 kindergarteners at the

Herman Elementary School (for a total of 245 children), the

following table illustrates the breakdown as to high speech

fright, low spuech fright, and average' speech fright:

Fick. 1 11:22sessa....tioncAs2reemiesuaatech Fright (agearchers)

6th.

Grade
4th

Grade
2nd

Grade

High Speech Fright 32 27 30

Low Speech Fright 6 15 12

Average Speech Fright 28 .23 19

N=66 X=65 N=61

b. Analysis of Differences

Vinder-
Ag!art...

26

10

17

N=53: Total
N=245

(1) Between the 6th grade and the 4th grade, a chi
square of 5.3, was found which was not significAnt
at the 5 per cent level but was at the 10 per cent
level of significance.

(2) Between the 6th grade and the 2nd grade, a chi
square of 3.679; not significant.

+11'10,;;44 4.4 k.
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Frequency of Speech Fright by Grades as shown by
(two observers) direct observation at the Herman School

Figure 2
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(3) Between the 6th grade and kindergarten, a chi
square of 2.993; not significant.

(4) Between the 4th grade and the 2nd grade, a chi
. square of .742; not significant.

(5) Between the 4th grade and kindergarten, a chi
square of .700; not significant.

(6) Between the 2nd grade and kindergarten, a chi
square of .010; not significant.

(7) The overall chi square of this tie was found
zo be 6.051, which was not significant.

2. Frequency of speech fright by grades as :_sasured
by Direct.Questioning s.c. the child- via the Car Test

a. Breakdown of scores

In the same population at the Herman Elementary School,

the following table illustrates the breakdown as to 'high,

low, and average speech fright:

Fi.crro3 Representation of introsPective Saneeh Fright (Car Test)

6th
Grade

4th
Grade

',nd

Grade
N1nder-
a'arten

High Speech Fright 19 15 .10 11

Low Speech Fright -11 23 39 26

Average Speech Fright 36 22 12 16

W gg 66 X = 65 N =61 v= 53.

Total

b. Analysis of Differences

1
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(1) Between the 6th grade and the 4th grade, a chi
square of 11.375 indicates a significant difference
at the 1 per cent level.

(2) Between the Gth grade and the 2nd grade, a chi
square of 30.417 indicates a significant difference
at the 1 per cent level.

(3) Between 6th grade and kindergarten, a chi square
of 14.901 indicates a significant difference at
the 1 percent level.

(4) Between the 4th and the 2nd grade, a chi square of
5.691 indicates no significant difference; however,
it was significant at the 10 per cent level of con-
fidence.

(5) Between the 4th grade and kindergarten, a chi
square of .417 is not significant.

(6) Between the 2nd grade and kindergarten, a chi
square of 2.656 is not significant.

(7) The overall chi square of this table is 31.344
which indicates a significant difference at the
1 pa: cent level.

3. Frequency of speech fright by grades as Measured
by Questioning (Puppet Test)

a. Breakdown of Scores

In the same population of 66 sixth-graders, 65

fourth-graders, 61 second-graders, and 53 kindergarteners

at the Herman Elementary School, the following table

illustrates the breakdown as to high, low, and average

speech fright:

,
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Frequency of Speech Fright by Grades as shown By
Direct Questioning of each Child via Car Test at The
Herman School

Figure 4

High Speech Fright
0 4 8 12 16 20 24 28 32 36 40 .44

wourroma Kindergarten

Second

a

Sixth

Average Speech Fright
12 16 20 24 28- 32 36 40 44

4 Kindergarten

1

.:

! Second

rr FourtI-----c---e
1
t...,
t Sixth

1
:

Low Speech Fright

12 16 20 24 28 32 36 40 44

Low
Kindergarten

0...reamastor
Second

111PC

'---767407.17Tea f



110

Pic!. 5 Renresentr:tion of Introspective Speech Fright
(Puppet Test)

6th
Grade

4th
Grade

2nd
Grade

Kinder-
garten,

High Speech Fright 15 16 11 19

Low Speech Fright 17 27 29 19

1A.verage Speech Fright 34 22 21 15

N=66 N=65 N=61 N=53 Total
vt--43A.q

b. Analysis of Differences

(I) Between the 6th grade and the 4th grade, a chi
square of 4.906 indicates no significant differ-
ence; it was, however, significant at the 10
per cent level.

(2) Between the 6th and 2nd grades, a chi square of
'6.624 indicates a significant difference at the
5 per cent level.

(3) Between the 6th grade and kindergarten, a chi
square of 6.752 indicates a significant differ-
ence at the 5 per cent level.

(4) Between the 4th and 2nd. grades, a chi square of
.912 is not significant.

(5) Between the 4th grade and kindergarten, a chi
square of 1.789 is not significant.

(6) Between the 2nd grade and kindergarten4 a chi
square of 4.757 is not significant; it was,
however, significant at the 4.0 per cent level.

r ,e



Frequency of Speech Fright By Grades As Shown By
Indirect Ouestiorling of Each Child via (Puppet Test) at
The Herman School

Figure 6 High Speech Fright
0 4 8 12 16 20 24 28 32 36 40 44

Kindegarten .

Second

Fourth

Sixth

Average Speech Fright
0 4 8 12 16 20 24 28 32 36 40 44

Kindergarten

Low Speech Fright
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Second

Fourth-
I
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(7) The overall chi square of this table is 13.194 which
indicates a significant difference at the 5 per cent
level.

4. Frequency of speedh fright by grades as Measured .

by the Ross and Sally Paper-and-Pencil Tests when
administered by Researchers

a. Breakdown of Scores

In the same population of 66 sixth-graders, 65

fourth-graders, 61 second-graders, and 53 kindergarteners

at the Herman Elementary School, the following table illustrates

a breakdown as to high, .low, and average speech fright:

Fig. 7 Representation of Introsnective Speech Fright
(Ross and Sally Tests)

6th 4th
Grade Grade

2nd
Grade

Kinder-
carten

High Speech Fright 25 5 6 6

Low Speech Fright 26 55 54 39

Average Speech Fright 15 5 1 8

N=66 N=65 N=61 K=53 Total
N=245

b.. Analysis of Differences

(1) Between the 6th and 4th grades, -a chi square
of 28.686 indicates a significant difference at
the 1 per cant level.



Frecilency of Speech Fright by Grades. as Shown by
Sally Test and Ross Test (Paper and Pencil Tests) When
Administered By Researchers at the Harman School

High Speech. Fright

Figure 8
0 4 8 12 16 20 24 28 32 36 40. 44

. 2

Kindergarten

Second

Fourth

-Sixth

Average Speech Fright
12 16 20 IA 28 32 16 40 44

Kindergarten

Second

Fourth

Sixth

Low Speech Fright
12 16 20 24 28 32 36 40 44 48 52 56

Kindergarten

Second
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(2) Between the 6th and 2nd grades, a chi square of
33.659 indicates a significant difference at the
1 per cent level.

(3) Between the Gth grade and kindergarten, a chi
square of 15.139 indicates a significant difference
at the 1 per cent level.

(4) Between the 4th and 2nd grades, a chi square of
2.637 is not significant.

(5) Between the 4th grade and kindergarten, a chi
square of 2.393 is not significant.

(6) Between the 2nd grade and kindergarten, a chi
square of 7.261 indicates a significant difference

at the 5 per cent level.

(7) The overall chi square of this table is 50.013
which indicates a significant difference at the
1 per cent level.

5. Frequency of speech fright as Measured by the Ross
and Sally Paper-and-Pencil .Tests when. Administered

by Individual Teachers

a. 'Breakdown of Scores

In a newrpopulation of 254 fifth- and sixth-graders,

291 third- and fourth-graders, .214 first- and second-graders,

and 162 kindergarteners.at the Holmes and Dossin Element'ary Schools

(for a total population of.921), the following table illustrates

the. breakdown as to high, low, and average speech fright:
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Fig. 9 ztp.rgaen-LationofIni;rosec-a.vesDeecbrriht
{Ross and Sally Tests)

6th
Grade

4th
Grade

2nd
Grade

Kinder-
marten

High Speech Fright 72 27 13 22

Low Speech Fright 138 255 191 120.

Average Speech Fright 44 9 10 20

N=254 1r=291 N=214 N=162 Total-
N=9"1

b. Analysis of Differences

(1) Between (5th-6th) and (3rd-4th), a chi square of
76.362 indicates a significant difference at the
1 per cent level.

(2) Between (5th-6th) and.(1st-2nd), a chi square of
68.106 indicates a significant difference at the
1 per cent level.

(3) Betmeen (5th-6th) and kindergarten, a chi square
of 17.312. indicates a significant difference at
the 1 per cent level.

(4) Between (3rd-4th) and (lst-2nd) , a chi square of
2.370 is not significant.

(5) Between (3rd -4th and kindergarten, a chi square
of 17.921 indicates a significant diffv:ence at
the 1 per cent level.

(6) Between (1st-2nd) and kindergarten, a chi square
of 13.651 indicates a significant difference at the
1 per cent level.

, .
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Frequency of Speech Fright By Grades As Shown By
The Ross and Sally (Paper and Pencil Tests) When
Administered By Teachers at The Holmes and Dossin Schools

Figure 10 . . High Speech Fright

r7-1 . Kindergarten
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(7) The overall chi square o# this table is 110.003

which indicates a significant difference at the

1 per cent level.

G. Frequency of speech fright 'between the grades, as

Reported by the Individual Teachers

' --ogo

a. Breakdown of Scores

In a population of the same 66 sixth- graders, 64 fourth-

graders. 61 second-graders, and 53 kindergarteners at the

Herman Elementary School .0ffor a total population of 245 children),

tie following table illustrates the breakdcmn as to high,

low, and average speech fright:

Fig. 11 Representation of Observed Speech .right Teachers

Gth 4th 2nd 'Cinder-

Grade, Grade Grade cfartan

nigh Speech Fright

Low Speech- Fright 17

Average Speech Fright '41

N=66

21 20 6

24 31 39

20 10

N=65 N=61 N=53 Total
N=245

b. Analysis of Differences'

(1) Between the 6th and 4th grades, a chi square of

14.296 indicates a significant difference at the

l*per cent level.

4*
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Frequency of Speech Fright Between Grades As. . >
. . ,

Reoorted By the Individual Teachers at The Herman School

Figure 12 High speech Fright
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(2) Between the 6th and 2nd' grades, a chi square of
27.954 indicates r:significant-difference at the
1 per cent- level.

.

(3) Between the 6th grade and kindergarten, a chi
square of 30.338 indicates a significant difference
at the 1 per cent level.

(4) Between the 4th and 2nd grades, a chi square of
4.234 is not significant.

.

(5) Between the 4th grade and kindergarten, a chi square
of 15.969 indicates a significant difference at the
1 percent level.

(6) Between the 2nd grade and kindergarten, a chi square
Of 8.212 indicates a significant difference at the
5 per cent level.

(7) The overall chi square of this table is 56.366
mhiCh indicates a significant difference at the
1 per cent level.

C. Level and extent of Speech Ability by Grades

1. Level and extent of speech ability between
the grades as Measured by Trained Observers

a. Breakdown of Scores

In a population of the same 66 sixth-graders, 65

fourth-graders, 61 second-graders, and 53 kindergarteners

at the Herman 'Elementary School (for a total population of

245 children), the following table illustrates the breakdown

as to poor, good, and average speech ability:

#:%I.h.y Artrirra:.1.14.4"pAtttvt..
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Fig._ 13 Representation of Observed' Speech Ability,

"

6th .4th 2nd Hinddr
. Grade Grade Grade garten

Poor. Speech Ability 11 9 .16

Good Speech Ability 15 24 18 8

Average; Speech Ability 40 32 27 27
Total

N=66 N=65 N =61 N=53 N=245

b. Analysis of Differences

(1) Between the 6th and 4th grades,
3.090 'is not significant. 4

(2) Between the 6th and 2nd grades, a chi square of
3.537 is not significant.

a chi square of

(3) Between the 6th grade and kindergarten, a chi square
of 5.033 is not significant at the 5 per cent level,
.but was significant at the 10 per cent level.

(4) Between the 4th and 2nd grades, a chi square of
3.112 1g not significant.

1 (5) Between the 4th grade and kindergarten, a chi
square of 10.399 indicates a significant difference
at. the 1 per cent .level.

(6) Between the 2nd grade and kindergarten, a chi square
of 3.436 is not significant.

(7) The overall chi square of this table is 14.362 which
indicates a significant difference at the 5 per cent
level.



t.

Frequency of Speech Ability Between the Grades As
Shown By Trained Observers -at The Herman School

Figure 14 Good Speech Ability
0 4 8 12 16 20 24 28 32 36 40 44

.1 Kindergarten
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Average Speech Ability
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Level and extent of speech ability between the
grades as Reported by the Individual Teachers

Breakdown of Scores

In a. population'of the same 66 sixth-graders, 64 fourth-
.

graders, 61 second-graders, and 53 kindergarteners at the

Eerman Elementary School (for a total population of 245 children) ,

the following table illustrates the breakdown as to poor,

good, and average speech ability:

Fia. 15 Representation of 'CbseEzta_alech Ability
"=IDeachersi

Gth
Grade

4th 2nd
Gradc:_Grade

Kinder-
garten

-
Poor Speech Ability 8 25 3 5

. 'Good Speech Ability 21' 9 28 36

Average Speech Ability 37 3/ 30 12

TOtal
N=66 N=65 N=61 N=53 N=245

b. Analysis of Differences

. (1) Between the 6th and 4th grades, a chi square of
14.035 indicates a significant difference at the
1 per cent level.

(2) Between the 6th and 2nd grades,'a chi square of
3.867 is not significant.

et.Z1v.oil
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Frequency iiof Speech Ability. Between the GraddAs
Reported By the I vi dual leachers' at.The

,

Figuie'16 Good Speech Ability
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(3) Between :the 6th grade and kindergarten, a' chi
squaro of 16.112,. indicates a, significant difference
at the 1 per cent level.

.

(4) Between the 4th and 2nd grades, i chi square of
27.116 indicates d significant difference at the
1 per cent level.

(5) Between the 4th grade and :kiridergarten, a chi
square of 38462 indicates a significant difference
at the 1 per cent level

(6) Between the 2nd grade and kindergarten, a chi square
of 8.641 indicates a significant difference at the
5 per cent level.

(7) .'he eroverall dhi square of this table is 57.848 which
indicates a significant difference at the 1 per cent.
level.

D. Relationship of Speech' Fright to Speech Ability.

In order to determine whether a relationship exists

between speech fright and poor speaking ability, all of the

speech fright scores at a given grade level were charted in

terms of.high, lcw, and average, These scores run vertically

on the table. Next, all of the scores at each designation

(high, low, and average) were divided according to their

observed speaking ability. These scores run horizontally

on the table. The good and average speaking ability 0c:ores

were then combined and compared with the speodh fright scores

to determine whether there was a rel4tionehip between them.
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If,:there was no significant difference as shown 'by, chi squares,

it would indicate that there was little or no relationship between

Poor speaking ability and high.' speech fright:» It should be:

pointed out that the scores in these tables are not, in most in-

.

stances, a chance distribution. (See chance distribution table at

the end of this section).

Analysis and Results by Grades

a. Sixth Grade

1) Direct Cuostioning ,(Car Test)

Relationship between.speech ability and speech fright, as

shown by combining the good and the average speech ability scores

in the sixth grade and Comparing them with the speech fright scores

of the sixth grade, derived from Direct Questioning (Car Test).

When average and good speech ability scores are combined and

compared with speech fright scores (derived by Direct Questioning),

a chi square of .002 is obtained, which is not significant.

.111
106

106

Observed 16 9 30
Ale

Expected 19 11 36

2=.002

'sT
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...(Saszrestlpf Speech' F:ight,

Poor 'Good Average
Ability- Ability Ability

t-

High Speech Fright* . 19 . 3 2 14

Lew Speech Fright* 34 2 2 7

Average Speech Fright* 36- 6 11 19

N=66 11 15 40

2) Relationship of speech ability to speech fright,
as shown. by combining the good and 'average speech
ability scores in the 6th grade and comparing them
with 'the speech fright scores of the 6th grade as
derived from Researchers' Observations

.Fiq. la Relationshi7 of S oech Ability to Researchers'

PlataL4anagER19111202111's

Poor Good Average,
Ability Ability Ability

High Speech Fright* 32

Low Speech Fright* 6

11

0

0

6

21

0 t
3

Average. Speech Fright* 28 .0 9 19

H=66 11 15 40

Where average and good speech ability scores are combined

and compared with speech fright (as derived by researchers'

observation), a chi square of 1.262 is obtained, which is

not significant.

A, t
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Shown by Co mbin 4 the 'good and wirerege,speech
+,Rclationship .of speech ability o speech _fright

s
scores in the Gth grade and comparing theml

with the speech frig".ht scores -derived from the,
Ross Test.

Fici.`19 it: to the Ross Test

. Poor Good Average
Ability Ability Ability

High Speech Fright* .25 5. 6 : 14

Low Speech Fright* , 26 .3 8 '15

Average Speech Fright* 15 .3 1 11

N=66 . 11' 1S 40

When average and good speech ability scores are com-

bined'and compared with speech fright (is derived via the

Ross Test), a.dhi square of .141 is obtained, which is

not significant.

Relationship of speech ability to speech fright as
shown by combining the good and average speech ability
scores in the 6th grade and comparing them with the
speech fright scores derived from Indirect Questioning
.(Puppet Test)

3"

4



sMossat0.4 astri-...:Avt^

128
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Fick; 20 Relationship of SDeerfa Nbility to Indirect
Questioning (Puppet T es ) of Sp oec °rte Fr .g,,,ht

Poor Good Average
Ability Ability Ability

High, Speech Fright* 15 3 2 10

Low speech Fright* .17 2 4 11

Average Speech Fright 34 6 9 19

11=66 11 15* 40

When average and good speech ability scores are

combined and compared with speech fright scores (as

derived by Indirect Questioning), a chi square of .046

. is obtained, which is not significant.

b. Fourth Grade

1) Relationship of speech ability to speech
fright as shown by combining the good and
average speech dbility scores in the 4th
grade and comparing them with the speech
.fright scores as derived from Direct Questioning
(Car Test) .

i:") :1"1"?
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Pict. 21 Relationship of Speech Ability to Direct Ouestioninc
(Car Test) of S-7,ceeh

-Poor Good Average
Ability Ability Ability

sigh Speech Fright . 15 4 3 8

Law Speech Fright 28 2 12 14

Average Speech Fright 22 3 9 10

N=65 9 .d 24 32

When average and good speech ability scores are com

bined and compared with speech fright scores as derived by

Direct Questioning), a chi square of .002 is obtained, which

is not significant.

2) Relationship of speech ability to speech fright
as shown by combining the good and average speech
ability scores in the 4th grade and comparing them
with the speech fright scores derived from
Researchers' Observation

le= average and good speech ability scores are combined

with speech fright scores (as derived by Researchers' Observation

a chi square .of 1.113 is obtained, which is not significant.
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Fig. 22 Relationship of Soocch Minty to Rescareherss
Observation of Sn::ach ?right

Poor Good Average
Ability Ability Ability

High Speech Fright 27 9 3. 17

Low Speech Fright 15 0 15 0

Average Speech Fright 23 0 8 15

N=65 9 24 32

3) Relationship of speech ability to speech fright as
shown by combining the. good and average speech ability
scores in the 4th grade and comparing them with the
speech fright scores as derived from the Sally Test

Fig. 23 Relationship of Speech Ability to the Sally Test
of Speech Fright

Poor Cood Average
Ability Ability Ability

High Speech Fright 5 1 3. 3

Low Speech Fright 55 7 21 27

Average Speech Fright 5 1 2 2

N=65 9 24 32

When average and good speech ability scores are combined

and compared with speech fright scores (as. derived by the

Sally Test), a chi square of .036 is obtained, which is not

significant.

.-.7-7. 7.
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1

4) Relationship of speech ability to speech fright
shown by conibining the good and average sInech
ability scores in the 4th grade and comparing them with
the speech fright scores as derived from Indirect
Questioning (Puppet Test)

";

Fig. 24 Relationshio of Speech Ability to Indirect
Ouestioninq (Pap-.3at Test) of Speech Frf.-:ht

High Speech Fright 16

Poor Good Average
Ability Ability Ability

4 5 74

Low Speech Fright 27 2 9 16

Average Speech Fright 22 3 10 9

N=65 9 24 32

When average and good speech ability scores are coined

and .compared .with speech fright scores (as derived by

Indirect Questioning), a chi square of .204 is obtained,

which is not significant.

c. Second Grade

1) Relationship of speech ability to speech fright as
shown by con: fining the good and average speech
ability scores in the 2nd grade and comparing them
with the speech fright scores as derived from
Direct Questioning (Car Test)

47 A. alc .
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Fig.25 Rclationshil) of Sneoch Ability to Direct Ouostionina
,Car Test of S/)aech Priciht

Poor Good Average
Ability Ability Ability

High Speech Fright 10 4 1 5

Low Speech Fright 39 10 12 17

Average Speech FrOfht 12 2 5 5

=61 16 18 27

When average, and good speedh ability scores are coMbined

and compared with speech fright (as derived by Direct Questioning).

a chi square of .253 is dbtainado. which .is not significant.

2) Relationship of speech ability to speech fright as
shown by coMbining the good and average speech ability
scores in the 2nd grade and comparing them with thei
speech fright scores as derived by Researchers' Observation

Fig. 26 Relationshin of seech Abilit to Researchers'
Observation of Speech Fright:

High Speech Fight

Low Speech Fright

Average Speech Fright

Poor Good Average
Ability Ability Ability

30 15 0 15

12' 0 12 0

14 1 6 12

N=61 16 18 27

,(1- 79-
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When average and good speech ability scores are com-

bined and compared with speech fright scores (as derived

by researchers' observations), a chi square of 2.664 is

Obtained, which.is not significant.

3) Relationship of speech ability to speech .:.'right
as shown by combining the good and average speech
ability scores in the 2nd grade and comparing
them with the speech fright scores as derived
from the Sally Test

Flo. 27 Relationship of Speech Ability to the Sally Test
, of Speech Fright
G

Poor
Ability

Good Average
A,b 'Ability:

High Spe Fright 6 .5 .

,ilk
0 1

,,Low Speech Fright 54 11 17' 26

Averige Speech Fright 1 0. 1 0

:
N=61 16 18 27

'4-2.-v

When average and good speech ability scores are tom -

bind and compared with speech fright scores (as derived

by the Sally Test), a chi square of .254 is obtained, which

is not significant.



4) Relationship of speech ability to speech fright as
shown by combining the good and average speech ability
scores in the 2nd grade and comparing them with the
speech fright scores'as derived from Indirect Questioning
(Puppet Test)

Fig. 28 Relet.onshin of Speech Ability to Indirect Questionim
( 11=2I...2aEt) of seit:ePh Fright

Poor Good Average
Ability Ability Ability

High Speech Fright 11 3 2 6

Low Speech Fright 29 8 12 9

Average Speedh Fright 21 5 4 12

N=61 16' 18 27

When average and good speech ability scores are combined

and compared with speech fright scores (as derived by

Indirect QuestiOning), a chi square of .011 is Obtained,

Which is not significant.

d. Kindergarten

1) :relationship of spoech ability to speech fright
as shown by coMbinixig.the good and average speech-
ability scores it kindergarten and comparing
them with the speech fright scores as derived
from Direct Questioning (Car Test)

*hr,- ,.r. - "S+'
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Pig. 29 o-ship of S cocb Ebilit to Direct Quostion-
inm fr"" Tests e41714,.~.11 Fricalt

Poor

Ability

High Speech Pright 11 7

Low Spocch Fright 26 9

Average Speech Fright 16 2

N=53% 18

Good Average

Ability Ability

0 4

4 13

4 10

a 27.

When average and good speedh ability scores are corn-

bined and compared with speech fright scores (as derived

by Direct Questioning) , a chi square of 1.725 is obtained,

which is pot significant:

.2) Relationship of speech ability to speech fright
as shown by combining the good and average speech
ability scores it kindergarten and comparing them
with the speech fright scores as derived from
Researchers' Observation
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1.1413.12 ReIRtionshiD of S eech Abilit to Researchers'
Observation o

Poo:: .Good Average
Ability Ability Ability

High Speech Fright 26 17 0 9

Low Speech ;Fright 10 0 8 2

Average Speech Fright 17 1 0 16

N =53. 18 8 27

When average and good speech ability scores are com-

bined and. compared with speech fright scores (as derived

by Researchers' Observatior) , a chi square of 4.760 is

Obtained, which indicates no significance at the 5 per cent

level, but is significant at the 10 per cent level.

C

3) Relationship of speech ability to speech fright
as shown by combining the good and average speech
ability scores in kindergarten and comparing them
with the speech fright scores as derived by the
Sway Test

When average and good speech ability.are combined and

compared with speech fright scores (as derived by the

Sally Ttst), a chi square of .218 is obtained, which is

not significant.
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gig- 31 RelationchtoeLAMICI_Lalks2a-Le_tta_lalltitat
of Sneech Priqht

Poor
Ability

Good Average
Ability Ability

High Speech Fright 6 3 .0 3
4

Low Speech Fright 39 12 6 21

Average Speech Fright 8 3 2 , 3

N=53 18 8 27

4) Relationship of speech ability to speech fright
as shown by combining the good'and average speech
ability scores in kindergarten and comparing them
with the' speech fright scores as derived from
Indirect Questioning (Puppet Test)

Pig. 32 Relationship of Speech Ability to Indirect

Ouestioning.ita22012tELL91-22tEgliElltt.

a

Poor Good Average
Ability Ability Ability

.High Speech Fright 19 4 3. 12. .

Low Speech Fright 19 7 3 9

Average Speech Fright 15 .7 2 6

N=53 18 8 27

When average and good speech ability scores are compared

with speech fright scores (as derived by Indirect Questioning)4

a chi square of .505 is obtained, which is not significant.

.".%e
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2. Chance Distribution Tables for .Respective Grades

The chance distribution botween speech ability and

speech fright by grades, as shown by high, low and average

speech fright on the Ross Test, Sally Test, Puppet Test,

Car Test, and trained researchers' observation in com-

parison to speech ability as observed by researchers.

Pia. 33 Chance Distrfbution Table With Relationship to

2aataanEd E-1,3212galika

6th Grade

Speech Poor Speech Good Speech Average
Ability_ Ability. Speech Ability,

Ross. Chi sa.: 5.841 8.390 11.200
5% level 5% level 1% leVel

Dizect Chi sq.: 14.005 4.551 not
Questioning level significant el

Projection Chi sr.: 7.600 7.890 J.

5% level 5% level 5% level

Observation Chi sq.: 20.699 12.000 19.363 very
very signifi-
cant 1% level

1% level. significant
1% level

a ,
,va<, p' 1 tY

t
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11...21 continued

4th Grade

Speech , Poor Speech
Fright, Ability

Sally

139

.14

Good Speech Average
Ability Speech Ability

Chi sq.: 1.605 11.491
not signifi- 1% level
Ca Tit

Direct ....Chi sq.: 2.800
Questioning not signifi:-.

8.851 very
significant

cant 5% level

Projection Chi sq.: .874
not signifi-
cant

Observation 'Chi sq: 14.222
1% level

2nd Grade
Speech
Fright

Sally

Direct

Projective

Observation . Chi sq.: 15.000
1% level

Poor Speech
Ability

Chi sq.: 7.500
5% level

Chi sq.: 2.601
not significant

Chi sq.: 2.367
not significant

1,:-
V;e14/1-

.

9.444
1% level

.400 not
significant .

3.909 not
significant

3.909 not
significant

30.000 very .938 not
significant significant
level

Good Speech Average
Si eech Ability

6.332 3.246 not
5% level significant

2.922 note 3.000 not
significant significant

5.896 not 5.427
significant 10% level

24.000 very 9.584
significant 1% level
1% level

z.

.i.

- 1'.
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.12 continued.

Kinder-
garten

Speech c Poor Speech Good Speech Average

Fricalt Ability Ability Speech Ability,

Sally Chi sq.: 3.000 8.768- very .249 not

not significant significant significant

5% level

Direct Chi sq.: 6.738 4.690 6.502

5% level 10% level 5% level

Projection Chi sq.: 7.686 2.947 not. 2.$00 not

5% level significant significant
5% level

Observation Chi sq.: 16.704 10.410 28.385 very

1% level 1% level significant
1% level

Comparison.Between'Teachers' Ratings and Researchers'

Ratings of speech fr;ght and speech ability by. grades

1. Speech Fright as Measured by Observations

In the same population at Herman Elementary School,

of 66 sixth-graders, 65 fourth-graders, 61 second-Iraders,

and 53 kindergarteners, the following table illustrates

the comparison between teacher ratings and researcher

ratings as to high, low, and average speech fright:
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Fla. 34 Differences in Ratings Between Teachers and
Researchers

Sixth Grade
High
Low
Average

8

17
41

High
Low
Averaae

32
6

28
N=66 N=66

Fourth Grade
High 21 High 27
Low 24 Low 15
Average 20 Average 23

N=65

Second Grade
High 20 High 30
Low 31 Low 12
Average 10 Average 19

N=6I N=G1

Kinderaarten
H:Lgh 6 - High 26
Low 39 Low 10
Average 8 Average 17

N=53
Total =245

Analysis of Differences:

N=53
Total N=245

.(1) Between the 6th grade ratings, a ch1 square of 44.201
indicates a significant difference at the 1 per cent
level.

Between the
indicates a

Between the
indicatei
level.

4th grade ratings, a chi square of 7.124
significant difference at the 5% level.

2nd grade ratings, a chi square of 24.745
significant difference at the 1 per cent

'"7;4'',',4-,__2WYYMOMA,
.`t

":";:s$

rtr r 1r;V.71,Alforg' mi "t, .44;
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Comparison Between Teachers! Ratings and Researchers'
Ratings fo Speech Fright as Measured by Observations at The
Herman School

Kindergarten
Figure 35 op 4 8 12 16 20 24 28 32 36 40 44

z

o ;............------.......---.....1
; ResearchersHigh

.H
k

c=4 1

4 ! Researchers
0 LOW

t 'Teachers
...1

a)

o i

m t..........---_....7
Researchers

A

Average 21-------T-------
, Teachers..........

High

Low

Second Grade
0 4 p 12 lb 20 24 28 32 3b 4p 44
41....0.1.0041.06...0111.400.11111110a117

Researchers
Teachers711M.10,=1141
Researchers

Teachers

Average-
r Researchers

Teachers

4th Grade
0 4 8 12 16 20 24 28 32

z t

High

Low
a)

0.1

Average

4-)

0.1 High
$.1

13 Low

CA

Average

"tiV"47Tt'i.

!, Researchers
Teachers

Researchers 1
Teachers

Researchers I

saatba..1

36. 40 44
-4

6th Grade

12 16 20 24 28 36 40 44

Researchers
Teachers

Researchers
Teachers

I

Teachers

r . t*, -
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(4) Between the Rlndergarten rptings, a chi square of 104.248
indicates a significant difference at the J. per cent
level.

(5) The overall chi square of this table is 15.856 which
is significant at the 1 per cent level..

2. Differences by grade between the paper -and- pencil
tests at the Dossin and Holmes Elementary Schools,
administered by teaches, and the same tests at .

the HernianElementary Schcol, administered by
trained researchers

The following table illustrates these two different
populations

Fig.. 36 Differences Between Teacher -Administered Tests
and Researcher-Administered Tests

Teachers at Holmes sr Dossin Researchers at Herman
5th and 6th
Grades
Combined
s

Higi
Low
Average

72

138
44

N=254

6th High
Grade 'Low

25
26
15

N=66
Average

3rd and 4th High 27 4th High 5

Grades Low 255 Grade Low 55
Combined Average 9 . Average 5

N=291 N=65

1st and 2nd High 13 2nd .High 6
Grades Low 191 Grade Low 54
CoMbined Average 10 Average 1

N=214 N=61

Kinder- High 22 Xinder-High 6
Harter: Low 120 qarten Lowe 39

Average . 20 Average 8

17,4

N=162 N=53
Total N=921 Total N=245

t

Yttirttral.ilr.;.'9,_tt'1171^-1,e.147#

s .4 i:g tot' 4.21
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Analysis of Differences:.

(1) Between (5th-6th) and (6th) grade, a chi square of
4.650 is not significant at the 5% level, but was
significant at the 10% level.

(2) Between (3rd-4th) and (4th) grade, a chi iquare of
2.909 is not significant.

(3) Between (lst-2nd) and (2nd) grade, a chi square of
2.033 is not significant.

(4) Between the two kindergarten groups, a chi .square of
.388 is not significant.

(5) The overall chi sc:uare of this-table is 3.237 which
is not significant.

c. Speech Ability Ratings

In.the same population -at the Herman Elementary School,

of 66 ,sixth- graders, 65 fourth-graders, 61 second-graders,

and 53 kindergarteners, the following table illustrates

the differences betimen teacher ratings and researcher.

ratings by grade as to poor, good, and average speech

ability.

Analysis of Differences:

(1) Between bth grade ratings, a chi square of 4.079 is
not significant.

(2) Between 4th. grade ratings, a chi square of 37.850 is
significant at the 1 per cent level.

- ;4.4: y
%).413
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(3) Between 2nd grade ratings, a chi square of 16.450 is
Significant at the 1 per cent level.

(4) Betwom kindergarten ratings, a C-A. square of 115.721
is significant at the 1 per cent level.

(5) The overall chi.square of this table is 8.164 which
is significant at the 5 per cent level.

Fig. 37 Differences in Speech Ability Patinas Between Teachers
and Researchers

Sixth Grace

Teachers Researchers

Poor
Good
Average

8

21
37

Poor
Good
Average

11
15
40

N=66 N=66

Fourth Grade Poor 25 Poor 9

Good 9 Good 24
Average 31 Average 32

N=65 N=65

Second Grade Poor 3 Poor 16
Good 28 Good 18
Average 30 .Average 27

N=61 N=61

Kindergarten Poor 5 Poor 18
Good 36 Good 8
Average 12 Average 27

N=53 N=53
Total N=245 Total N=245.

f14:".-

4. Quantitative Agreement Between Teachers' Observation
of Speech Fright and Researchers' Observation of
Speech Fright

24

e-,-7,..t4V.r.lit'st.94,seriftqcs-ptiat,crt.rzstiVg.,
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Comparison Between TeacherS' Ratings and Researchers'
Ratings of Speech Ability at The Herman School

Kindergarten
Figure 38 94 8 12 16 20 24 28 34126 ...4214

r)or
.14

Ja
4
Good

a
Average

4.1

Poor
Teachers

4
Good

0
4 Researchers

Average ;7----
Teachers

Researchers

Teachers

Teachers

Resear-he-s7
Teachers

Second Grade

9 4 8 12 16 20 24 28 32 3b 40 44

1.ftalamj

Researchers
Tez..7.-aars

Researchers

>I
.4.) f
-.-1 Poor
.--1 1
&h.,

A4
1 ,

Good
U !o

A ,....

Researchersm
.

Averagei----------
*

4 1
Teachers

-0

Fourth Grade

0 4 8 12 16 2.0 24 28 32 36 40 44

Researchers
Teachers

ResearCher4
Teachers

Poor

4
Good

C
A
co Average

=

Sixth Grade
0 4 8 12 16 20 24 28 32 36 40 44

Researchers
Teacherst-----3

IResearchers
Teachers

Researchers
eachers J' -
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1:12 A reement.Betuten Teachers and Researchers with
Rescct tto, Speech Fright

6th
Grade

4ih
Grade

2nd
Grade

Ninder-
. garten

Researchers'
Observation of
Speech Fright Agreement.

Teachers'
Observation of
Speech Fright

High .32 High 4 High 8

Low . 6 Low 3 Low 17

Average 28 Average 15 Average 41

.EIgh 27 High 11. High 21
Low 15 Low 9 Low 24
Average 23 Average 7 Average 20

High 30 High 13 . High 20
Low 12 Low 8 Low 31
Average 19 Average 4 Average 10

High 26 High 6 High 6

Low 10 Low 9 Low 39

Average 17 Average 2 Average 8

5. Quantitative Differences Between Teachers'
Observation of Speech Fright and Researchers'
Observation of Speech Fright as Compared to
Speech Fright as Measured by Introspective Tests

a) Sixth Grade

40
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As koasur^d by rsirct Que.s4q^ning:

Teacher
Observed
Speech
Fright

Teachers'
Agreement
with Direct Direct

911=19111122.2M1W,III1121

Researchers'
Agreement
with Direct
puestioniu.

Researcher
Observed
-Speech
Fright

T n 8 2 19 13 32

Low 17 0 13. 1 6

Average 43. . 20 36 16 28

2a) As Measured by Indirect Questioning:

Indirect
Questioning

High 8 3 15 10 32
Low 17 4 17 3 6

Average 43. 23 . 34 15 28

3a) As Measured by Ross Paper-and-Pencil Test:

ulqh
Low
Average

floss Test

8 2 25 15 32

17 4 26 2 6

43. 6 15 7 28

er, 44.4-";,*}14; `ir'
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b) Fourth Grade

As Measurdd by Direct .Questioning:

High
Low
Average

Teacher
Observed
Speech
Fright

Teacher,st

Agreement
with Direct
Questioning

Researchers'
Agreement

Direct with Direct
Questioning Questioning

Reseal:cher

Observed
Speech
Pri4ht

21
24
20

9

14
7

15

28
22

9

10
10

27
15

23

2b) As Measured by./ndirect Questioning:

High 21 7 16 8 ".7

Low 24 10 27 3 15

.Average 20 22 8 23

3b) As Measured by Sally Paper-and Pencil Test:
IP)

High 21 4 5 3 27

Lou 24 22 55 14 15

Average 20 2 5 2 23
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Second Grade

150

lc) As Maasurcd by Direct Questioning:

Teacher Teachers'
Observed Agreement
Speech with Direct Diredt
Priqbt Omestioninq Ouestioninq

Researchers'
Agreement
wiLh Direct

'

Researcher
Observed
Speech
Friffht

High 20 2 10 a 30

Low 15 39 9 12

Average 10 0 12 6 19

2c) Measured by indirect Questioning:

High 20 5 11 6 0

Low 31 19 29 6 12

Average 10 .5 21 5, ;9

3c) As Measured by Sally Paper and Penctl-Test:
.7

High
Low
Average

20

10

4
30
0

6

54'
1

6
11
0

30
12

19

.-".".-1"7"" .q..",""

114-
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6) Xindergarten

id) As Measured by Direct Questioning:

Eigh
.Low
Average

Teacher Teachers'
Observed Agreement
Speech with Direct
Fright OuestiolLal

6

39

a

Researchers'
Agreennt

Direct with Direct
Ouestioning Ouestioning.

Researcher
Observed
Speech
Fricent

2 11 . 26
16 26 5 10
6 16 17

2d) As Measured by Indirect Questioning:

Eigh
Low
Average

6

39
a

2

16
4.

19

19

15

3d) As Meazuree.4 by Sally Paper-and-Pencil Test:

r^,

Average

G

39

8

-:

2

30
0

6

39

8

-I'

0 2G
4 10

17

4 26

2 17

wPletr-tr1--".1#44:--:-!,42:1,t.1,
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I7:1111^ of Tests

1. Frequency oe Agreement Between Tests at Each
Grade

a. Sixth Grade

1) Between.Rozs Test and Direct (Car Test):

Ross Test P.crreement Direct

High 25 11 19

Low 26 7 11

Average 15 9 36

2) Between Ross Test and Observation

. Ross Test Agreement Observation

Elgll 25 15 32

Low 26 2 6

Average 15 7 28

.3) Between Ross Test and'Indirect (Pupnet):

Eigh
Ross Test Agreement Indirect

25 7 I
...r. ,

Low 26 7. 17

Average 15 7 34

4) Between Direct (Car) and Indirect (Puppet) :

Direct Agreement Indirect

sigh 19 10 15

Low 11 5 17

Average 36
. 22 34

5) Between Direct.(Car) and Observation:

Direct Agrpement Observation

Eigh 19 13 32

Law 11 1 6

Average 36 16 28

continued
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6) Between indirect (Puppet) and Observation:

.

Indirect 7A...mlent Observation
High 15 10 32

Low 17 3 6

Average 34 15 28

b. Fourth Grade

1) Between Sally Test and Direct (Car Test):

Sally Test Aclreement Direct

High 5 3'.J 15

Low 55 26 28

Average 5 3 22

2) Between Sally Test and Ob.tervation:

Agreement Observation

High 5 3 27

Low 55 14 15

Average 5 2. 23

3) Between Ca lly Test and Indirect (Puppet):

Sally Test
5 .r 1 16High

Low 55...) 21 27

Average 5 3 22

4) Between Direct (Car) and Indirect (P uppet)

Direct Aareement Indirect

High 15 5 16

Low 28 10 27

Average 22 27

continued

22



*mope. , .-"."1',"".-7!177

_

1

<-1

154

5) Between Direct (Car). and Observation:

High
Low
Average

Direct Acireemnnt Observation
15 9 27
28 10 15
22 10 23

6) Between Indirect (Puppet) and Observation:

Indirect hgrecment Observation
High 16 8 27

.

Low 27 3 15
Average 22 8 23

c. Second Grade

1) Between Sally Test and Direct (Car) :

Sally Test Agreement, Direct
High 6 4 10

Average 1 0 12
36 34Low 54

2) Between Sally Test and Observation:

Sally Test P.gree:11222I Observation

High 6 6 30
Low 54 -. 11 12
Average 1 0 19

3) Between Sally Test and Indirect (Puppet):

Sally Test AcTreement Indirect
High 6 3 11
Low 54 28 29
Average 1 1 21

e

41.
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Between Direct (Car) and Indirect (Puppet):

Di-rect Agreement Indirect
igh. 10 2 11

Low 39' 13 29.
Average . 12 2 21

5) Between Direct (Car) and' Observation:

Direct Acf-eeement Observation
Sigh 10 8 30
Lou 39 9 12
Average 12 6 19

6) Between Indirect (Puppet) and Observation:

Indirect refit Observation
High 11 6 30
Low 29. 6, 12
Average 21 5- 19

d. Kindergarten

1) Between Sally Test and Direct (Car):

Sally Test Agreement Direct
High.- 6 1 11
Lou 39 18 -26
Average 8 3 16

2) Between Sally Test and Observation:

Sally Test pgreemeat Observation
-High 6 4 26
Lou 39 7 10
Average 8 2 17

1

continued

1

1
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3) Between Sally Tczt and Indirect (Puppet) :

oplly suitPO

High G

Low 39'

Average- 8

Agreement Indirect,
.) 19

12' 19

2 15

4) Between Direct (Car) and Indirec (Puppet);

Direct Aareement Indirect

High 11
Low 26
Average 16

5) Between Direct (Car) and Observation:

5 19

8 19
4 5

Direct Mreement pm..ervation

High 11 7 26

Low -?6
5 = 10

Average 16 6 -
17

6) Between Indirect (Puppet) and'Observation:

a Indirect Aareement prbservation

High 19 8" 26

Ldw 19 4 13

Average 15 . 4 : 17

G. Socio-economic Difference in Speech Fright Between Schools
107

as Shown by Paper-and-Pencil Tests

1°7Eolmes and Herman Schools are roughly equivalent
socio-economically ; the Dossin School represents a perceptibly
higher socio-economic status.

A"11-44W.4,1".4:0
A . " ,44
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1. fly Schools:

Pia. 40 Difference in Speech Fright Between the Three
Elementary Schools

High

DOSSTN 1-.:0=2S HERMAN

Speech Fright 58 . 76 42

Low
Speech Fright 380 32A 174

Average
Speech Fright 29 54 29 Total

Population
N=467 N=454. N=245 N=1,166

Analysis of Differences:

(1) Between the Dossin and Eblmes Schools, a
chi square of 14.201 indicates a significant
difference at the 1 per cent level.

(2) Between the Holmes and Herman Elementary
Schools, a chi square of .013 is not sig-
nificant.

(3) Betan the Berman and Dossin Schools, a
chi square of 10.943 indicates a significant
difference at the 1 per cent level.

(4) The overall chi square of this table is
16.920 which indicates a significant
difference at the I par tent level.

3. Differences by Grades within the Schools that
Significantly Differ

41,
MGM

011.A

.t.



a. Holmes and Dossin Schools

Yia. 41 Differences in SDeech.Pric(ht Between the Grades
at Holmes and: Dossin Schools

5th-6th High
Grades, Law,

Average

3rd-4th High
Grades Low

Average

lst-2nd High
Grades Low

Average

...Kinder, High
garten Low

Average

.Dossma

26'
.60.-

X=93

Norms

High 46
Low 78
Average 37

N=161

la. High 14
166 Low 89

3 Average 6

X=182 X=109

8 High 5

87 Low 104
5 Average 5
X=100 N=114

11 High 11
67 Low 53

14 Average 6
N=92 N=70

Total. N=467 Total N*457

b. Analysis of Differences:

. (1) Between (5th-6th) grades at the Dossin School
and (5th-6th) grades at the Holmes School, a
chi square of 10.938 indicates a significant
difference at the 1 per cent level.

(2) Between (3rd-4th) grades at the Dessia School
and (3rd-4th) gr.,:les at the Holmes School, a
chi square of 6.320 indicates a zignificant differ-,
ence at the 5 per cent level.

-11
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(3) Between (lst-2nd) grades at the Dogsin School.
and (lst-2nd) grades at the Holmeg School,
'a chi scolare of 1.260 is not significant.

(4) Between the kindeigarten classes at the Dossin
and Holmes Schools. 'a chi square of 1.837 -is not
significant.

c. Dossin And Herman Schools

Fig. 42 Differences in Speech Fright Between the
Grades at the Dossin and Herman Schools

DOSSIN HERMAN'

it

5th -6th High 26 High 25
Grades Low 60 Low 26

Average 7 'Average 15
Na93 .11=466

3.rd-4th High 1' 13 High 5

Giaile's' ' Low 166 Low 55' .

Average 3 Average 5

N=182 N=65

lst-2nd High 8 High 6
Grades LoW 87 Low 54

Average . 5 Average 1
N=100 N=61

Kinder-..High
sprten Low

11
67
14

High
Low
Average

6
39
8

.

Average
N=92 N=53

Total N=467 Total N=245

1.,%4 ;;.
tt.

:P
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d. Analysis of Differences:

(1) Between (5th-6th) grades at the Dossin School
and (5th-6th) grades at the Herman School, a chi
square of 12.193 indicates a significant differ-
ence at the 1 per cent level.

(2) Between (3rd -4th) grades at the Dossin School and
(3rd-4th) grades at the Herman School, a chi
square of 5.691 indicates a significant differ-
at the 1 per cent level.

(3) Between (lst-2nd) grades at the Dossin School
and (lst-2nd) .grades at Herman School, a chi
square of 1.348 is not significant.

(4).Between thekinclergarten classes at the Dossin
and Herman Schools, a chi square of .012 is .

not significant.

Teacher Attitudes with Respect to Speech Ability,
Sbeedh Fright, and Speech Curriculum,in the Elementary
Grades; and Background in the Area of Speeche.as
Reported Through a Questionnaire Form

Twenty-eight elementary school teachers were asked

questions with respect to speech ability, speech fright,

speech curriculum, and speech background.

1. Speech Fright

a. 'Seventeen of the twenty -eight teachers
appeared to understand the concept behind
speech fright and were able to
sympathetically discuss speech fright with
their pupils. The majority of the 17
teach in the higher elementary grades.
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b. The remaining 11 teachers indicated that
they do not discuss speech fright with
their pupils, anddo not feel that they should.
Most of these teachers work in the primary
grades.

2. Speech Ability

a. Seventeen of the 28 teachers think of speech
ability as not only including good voice
and articulation, but also as including the
broader ability of expressing thoughts, and
feelings.

The remaining 11 teachers in this category
think of good speech ability as primarily
being good pronunciation. The majority of
these teachert were from the ptimary grades.

3; Speech Curriculum

Generally, the teachers indicated that speech should be

integrated with, or part and parcel of, the curriculum

rather than taught as a separate sUbject.

4. Course Background in the Area of Speech

a. The following table illustrates the number
of speech courses which the 28 teachers:had
taken:

4,11
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Fla.. 43 Adademic'SneeCh Courses Per Elementary Teacher

None 1 2 3 4
5 11 8 3

NUmber of Courses Taken:
NUmber of Teachers:

b. These teachers report the following titles
for the university speech courses taken:
(1) Beginning or Fundamentals of Speedh,
(2) Speech Correction, (3) Interpretive Mad-
ing, (4) Voice and Diction, and (5) Phonetics.

c. Fifty per cent of the teachers in this study
could not remember the course titles, and
only two teachers could remember the title
or author of the speech textbook they used.

I. Speech Fright Differences according to sex, as Measured
by the Ross and Sally Tests at the Holmes and Dossin
Schools

Fig. 44

AMA:Girls
Kinder- High 15 7 lst-2nd
crarten Low 57 36 Grades

Average 14 6

N=86 N=76
Total N=162

3rd-4th High. 15
Grades Low 121

A verage 5

'N=141
Total N=291

12 5th-6th
134 Grades
4

150

Analysis of Differences:

Bos.Girls
}Ugh 9 4

Low 98 93

Average 6 .4

N=113 101
Total N=214

Hlgh .37 35
Low 73 65
Average 23 21

N=133 121
Total N=254

(1) Between the boys and girls of the 5th-6th grades, a
chi square of .039 is not significant.

Y. 2



163

(2) Between the boys and girls of the 3rd-4th grades,
a chi square of .825 is not significant.

(3) Between the boys and girls of the 1st-2nd grades,
a chi square of 1.733 is not significant.

(4) Between the boys and girls in the kindergarten
-classes, a chi square of 5.802 indicates a
significant difference at the 10 per cent level.

(5) The overall chi square of this table is 2.090
which is not significant.

2, Speech Fright Differences according to sex in
the.Sixth Grade, as Measured by Introspective
Tests, and Researchers' Observations at
Herman School

Fig. 45

Researchers' Observations Sally Test
. .

Ilms Girls .

High 13 19
Low 3 4

Average 16 11
N32 N=34
Total N=66

Direct (Car)
Girlsmunm
11High 8

Low 6 .10

Average 18 13
N=32 N=34
Total N=66

povs Girls
High 12 13
Low 14 16
Average 6 5

N=32 N=34
Total N=66

Indirect (Punnet)
Doxl Girls

High 5 10
'Low 10 7

Averagel7 17

N=32. N=34

Analysis of Differences:

Total N=66

(1) The Researchers' Observation of differences between
the boys and girls on the 6th grade level indicates
a chi. square of 2.118 which 'is not significant.

;
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(2) The Sally Test results between the boys and girls on
the 6th grade level indicate a chi square of .224, which
is-not significant.

(3) The Direct (Car) Test between the boys and girls on
the 6th grade level indicates-a chi square of 2.275,
which is .not significant.

(4) The Indirect (Puppet) Test *between the boys and girls on
the 6th grade level indicates a chi square of 2.203,
which is not significant.

(5) The overall chi square of this table 'is 2.964 which
is not -significant.

3. . Speech Fright Differences according to sex in
the Fourth Grade, as .MeaSured by Introsnective
Tests and Researchers' Observations at Eorman
School

Fig. 46
t

Researchers' Observations
Boys Girls

High
Low
Average

Sally Test
132a.

4

Girls
16 11 High 3 2

8 8. Low 26 29
10 12 Average 5 0

N=34. N=31 N=34 N=31
Total .'N=65 Total N=65

. .

Direct (Car)
. . Asys. Girls

High 8
Low. 15 13
Average 11 11

N=34 N=31 .

Total N=65

at 44404/

. .

47-

Indirect
. Boys

High 8
Low . 11.
Average 15

N=34
Total

et!
Girls

8
16
7

1==31
N=65
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Analysis of Differences:

r" "V' ""-

0-7

I.. ',or.... -

(1) The Researchers' Observations between the boys and
girls on the 4th grade level indicates a chi square
of .984, which is not significant.

(2) The Sally Test between the boys and girls on the
4th grade level indicates a chi saua.e of 5.313,
which indicates a significant difference at the 10
per cent level.

(3) The Direct (Car) Test between the boys and girls on
the 4th grade level indicates a chi square of .075,
which is not significant.

(4) The Indirect (Puppet) Test between the boys and girls
on the fourth grade level indicates a chi square of
.3.696, which is not significant.

(5) The overall chi square of this table is 2.218 which
is not significant.
S.

4. Speech Fright Differences according to sex in
the Second Gra4c, as Measured by Introspective
Tests and Resedidhers' Observations at Berman
Schc.11

Analysis of Differences:

(1). The Researchers' Observation between the boys and.
girls on the second grade level indicates a chi square
of .786, which is not significant.

(2) The Sally Test between the boys and girls on the second
grade level indicates a chi square of 4.482, which
in not significant.

at
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(3) The Direct (Car) Test between the boys and girls on
the second grade level indicates a chi square of
11.666, which indicates a significant difference at
the 1 per cent level.

(4) The Indirect (Puppet) Test between the boys and girls
on the second grade level indicates a chi square of
.985, which is not significant.

(5) The overall chi square of this table is 1.876 is
not significant.

Fia. 47 .

Researchers' Observations
Ems Girls

High' 14 16
Low 7 5 .

Average 8 . 11
1r=29 N=32

. Total N=61

- Direct (Car)
Boys Girls

High 9

Low 18 21
Average 2 10

N=29 N=32
Total N=61

Sally Test,

High
Low
Average

Indirect

High
Low
Average

Boys Girls
5

3.!

23 31
1 0

N=29 N=32
Total N=61

pays Girls

N= N=3:
Total N=61

2:

14 16

11 9

5. Speech Fright Differences according to sex
in the Kindergarten, as Measured by Introspective
Tests and Researchers' Observations at the
Herman School

Analysis of Differences:

Cl) The Researchers' Observations between the boys and
girls on the kindergarten level indicates a chi square
of 2.633, which is not significant.

'1* : :* -,-4 .-e*g_tria '',14;NP-4140.1
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(2) The Sally Test between the boys and girls on the
. kindergarten level indicates a chi square of .389,

which is not significant.

(3) The,Direct (Car) Test between the boys and girls on
the kindergarten level indicates a chi square of
3.511, which is not significant.

(4) The Indirect (Puppet) Test between the boys and girls
on the kindergarten level indicates a chi sciuz.ze.
of 2.741, which is not significant.

(5) The overall chi square of this table is 1.420 which
is not significant.

B`icT. 48

Researchers' Observations
Bas Girls

High
Low
Average

Sally Test
Boys Girls

. 12 14 High1 6

6 4 Low 18 20
5 12 Average 4 4

N=23 N=30 N=23 N=30
Total N=53 Total N=53

Direct (Car) ;

Girls
High

. Low
Average

Indirect (Puo,et)
Boys Girls

4 7 High . 8 11

9 17 Low 6 13

10 6 Averages 9

N=23 N=30 N=23 N=30
Total N=53 Total N=53

J. Analysis of Mean Fright "Scores

An analysis of differences between the mean scores

of the sixth grade with the second and fourth grades, in

terms of speech fright from the introspective test of

01'
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Direct Questioning (Car rest) indicated a t score of .95

between the sixth and fourth grades, which was not signilic int.

Since the chi squares showed great significance in the

breakdown of high, low, and average speech fright in the

Direct Questioning, and the means averaged out to show no

significance, the t test even with added data does not appear

to be an appropriate measure for this analysis. Th4s was

also the conclusion of the pilot study.
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CIIAPTER V

Summary, Conclusions, and Implications

A. Summary

"1. love]. and Extent of Speech Fright by Grade

a. Obseniation of Speech Fright

b. Teachers' Report of Speech Fright

Level and Extent of Speech Ability by Grade

a. Observation of Speech Ability

b. Teachers' Report of Speech Ability

3. The Relationship of Speech Ability to Speech Fright

4. Comparison of Speech Fright and Speech Ability as
Rated by Teachers and Researchers

a. Speech Fright Comparison

b. Speech Ability Comparison'

5. Predictive Value of Introspective Tests

a . For Researchers

b. For Teachers

6. Socio-economic Differences in Speech Fright Among .

the Schools in this Study, as Shown by the Paper-
and-Pencil Tests (Ross and Sally)

a. By School

169
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b. By Grades

7. Teacher Attitudes with ReSpect to Speech Ability,

Speech Fright, Speech Curriculum, and Teacher Back-

ground as Reported on a Questionnaire Form

a. Speech Fright

b. Speech Ability

c. Speech in the Elementary Curriculum

d. Teacher Background in the Area of Speech

8; sex Differences in Speech Fright

B. Conclusions

1. General Conclusions Concerning Basic Questions

a. How Frequent is the Phenomenon of Speech Fright

at the 'Elementary Level?

b. Is Speech Fright Related to Poor SpeechAbility?

c. that are the Teacher's Attitudes with Respect

to Speech Fright?

d. How reliably Predictive are the IntrOspective

Tests?

e. Which test judged by its results seems most

sensitive at the respective grade levels?

f. Do Children in the Lower. Economic Settings
have More Speech Fright than Children in the

Higher Economic Settings?

g. Do the Researchers Ratings and Introspective

Test Results Indicate Speech Fright Differences

according to Sex?

.44
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2. Discussion. of Findings,

a. Speech Fright

b. Speech Ability

c. Speech Readiness

d. Value of Tests for.the,Elementary School
Teacher

C. Implications

4.
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CHAPTER V

Summary, Conclusions, and Implications

A. Summary

1. Level and Extent of Speech Fright by Grade

a. Observation of Speech Fright

1) -In general, across the grades, high, low,

and average speech fright, as shown by researchers,

observation do not Ian significantly among the

grades. In fact, as Figure 2, "Frequency of Speech

Fright by Grades," indicates, they are similarly

distributed among the grades. However,it should

be pointed out that, at the 10 per cent level of

statistical significance, the 4th grade and 6th

grade do vary-wwith the 4th grade, having the lower.

12110fright,

2). In general, across the grades, high, low,-

and average speech fright, as shown by the intro-

spective tests do ma; significantly between the

172
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higher and lower gradesel" but not'generally

among the lower grades.

a) Direct Questioning. The introspec-._..k.,..
tive test of direct questioning in-
dicates a statistical difference as
shown by chi squares between the 6th
and 4th grades, between the 6th grade
and 2nd grades, and -betreen the 6th
grade and kindergarten. The 6th grade
indicates the most speech fright. Be-
tween the 4th and 2nd grades, the
statistical difference is less (10 per
cent level of confidence). The 4th
grade has less speech fright than the
6th grade, but more than the lower
grades. This introspective test shows
no significant.difference between the
4th grade and kindergarten, and between
the 2nd grade and kindergarten.

b) Indirect Questionim. The introspec-
tive test of indirect questioning in-
dicates a statistical difference as
shown by chi squares between the 6th
and 2nd grades and between the 6th
grade and kindergarten. It should be
pointed out that the 4th and 6th grades
do differ but only at the 10 per cent
level of statistical significance.
These differences again indicate that
the higher grades have more speech
fright. No significant difference is
indicated between the 4th and 2nd
grades, and between the .4th grade and
kindergarten. It should be pointed
out that between 2nd grade and kinder-
garten there is a statistical differ-
ence at the 10 per cent level. Here,
however, it is the kindergarten which

10%11 findings that are reported as statistically sig-.

nificant are inside the 5 per cent level of confidence.

Ica= 1I



""64......
a. 1

i*1

174

indicates more speech fright.

a) paper-and-Pencil Tests (Ross and Sail )AchinisittlearcileHer-
man Elementary School. These intro-
spective. tests when administered by re-
searchers, indicate a statistical dif-.
ference, as shown by chi squares, be-'
tween the 6th and 4th grades, between
the 6th and 2nd grades, and bOtween the
6th grade and kindergarten. Here,the
6th grade indicates the most speech
fright. But between the 2nd grade and
kindergarten, which also indicate a
significant difference, the lower grade
(kindergarten) indicates higher-speech
fright. This test indicates no signi-
ficant difference between the 4th and
2nd eradee, and between the 4th grade
and kindergarten.

d) Teacher- Administered Tests (Ross and
Ele-

mentary Schools. The same introspec-
tive tests, 'when administered by
teachers, indicate a statistical dif-
ference as shown by chi squares, be-
tween combined (5th-6th) and (3rd -4th)
grades; between combined (5th -6th) and
(1st -2nd) grades; between combined
(5lap4m0 grades and kindergarten; be-
tween' combined (3rd-4th) grades and
kindergarten; and between combined
(lst-and) grades and kindergarten.
The 6th grade indicates the most speech
fright. These tests indicate no sig-
nificant difference between combined
(3rd -4th) grades and combined (1st-
2nd) grades.
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Teachers' Report with Respect to Speech` Fright

In general, across the grades, high, low, and

average speech fright as reported by the teachers

do vary significantly-among the grades. Statisti-

cal differences exist between the 6th and 4th

grades, between the 6th and 2nd grades, between

the 6th grade and kindergarten, between the 4th

grade and kindergarten, and between the 2nd grade

and kindergarten. The 6th grade indicates the.most

speech fright. .There is no significant difference

between the 4th and 2nd grades.

2. Level and Extent of Speech Ability by Grade

a. Observation of Speech Ability

In general, across the grades, poor, good, and

average speech ability, as shown, by researchers,

observation does not ma significantly among the

grades. The only statistical significance that

does exist is between the 4th grade and kindergar-

Alove:/....... V

ten. The kindergarten indicates poorer speaking

ability than the 4th grade. Between this 6th gradeand

2 ;-2.-
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kindergarten, the significant difference is at the

10 per cent level. Again, the. kindergarten indi-

cates poorer speaking ability than the 6th grade.

The researchers indicate that about 1/4 of these

classes have poor ability, about 1/4 good ability,

and the remaining majority average ability. The

chi squares also reflect this distribution among

the grades.

b. Teachers' Report of Speech Ability

In general, across the grades, poor, good

and average speech ability, as reported by teachers,

statistically differs as shown by chi squares through

all the grades save one. Between the 6th and 2nd

grades, no significant difference exists. Where

there are significant differences, the 4th grade

indicates the poorest speech ability, kindergarten

the best speech ability, and the 6th grade average

ability.

3. The Relationship of Speech Ability to Speech Fright

In general, across the grades, poor speech ability

does not appear to be predictive of speech fright or
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vice versa, as shown by no statistically significant

differences in chi square scores between speech fright,

as shown by researchers and introspective tests, and

poor speech ability, as shown by researchers. however,

it should be pointed out that, in the kindergarten at

the 10 percent level, high speech frighte.as shown by

observation, is related to poor speech ability as shown

by observation. In the kindergarten, the higher the

fright, the lower the level of speech ability as rated'

by the observers.

4. Comparison of Speech Fright and Speech Ability as
Rated by Teachers and Researcherw109

a. Speech Fright Comparison Between Teacher
Ratings and Researcher Ratings

1) Across the grades, teacher ratings differ

significantly, as shown by chi squares from the re-

searchers' ratimgs on speech fright. The most sig-

nificant differences are fouild in the 6th grade and

kindergarten. The researchers observe a greater

1.09See Appendix page 217 for table showing deri-
vation of percentages using data from the main study.
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2ercontacie of VALI Arecc11 fright than do the

teachers. The teachers rate 22.4 per cent of the

children as havinghigh speech fright and indicate

that the greater number of these children are pre-

sent in the 2nd and 4th grades. The researchers

rate 46.9 per cent of the children as having high
:

speech fright on observation and indicate that

these children are fairly evenly distributed among

.the grades.

2) The paper-and-pencil tests as administered

by the teachers and the researchers do not indicate

significantly varying results. Thus, it would ap-

pear that they can be administered by teachers or

researchers with equal effectiveness.

3) Neither teactiers' nor researchers' ratings

agree in any significnt way with introspective

test results.

4) Neither teachers; nor researchers ,agree

in any significant way with each other.

b. Speech Ability Comparison Between Teacher
Ratings and Researcher Ratings

.0
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41.

Teacher ratings show a statistically signifi-

cant difference at the 4th grade level, the 2nd
,

grade level, and the kindergarten level, from the

researcher ratings of speech ability. In the 4th

grade, the teachers observe more poor speaking

ability than do the researchers.' In the 2nd grade,

researchers observe more poor speaking abilitythan

do the teachers and in kindergarten, the research-

ers observe more poor speaking ability than do the

teachers. In the 6th grade, there is no signifi-

cant difference between teacher and researcher rat-

ings. The teachers rate 16.7 per cent of the ele-

mentary school children as having poor speaking

ability and indicate that the greater number of

these children are present in the 4th and 6th grades.

The researchers rate 22.0 per cent of the children

as having poor speaking ability and indicate the

greater numbe.of these children are present in the

kindergarten and 2nd grade:

5. Predictive Value of the Introspective Tests
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a. For Researchers. Observations110

1) Direct questioning (high, low, and aver-

age speeCh fright) yields the most agreement with

this researchers' observations.

a) Direct questioning's predictive
value on the grade levels:

(1) On the 6th grade level, its
agreement with researchers
is 45.4 per cent.

(2) On the 4th grade level, its
agreement with researchers is
44.6 per cent.

(3) On the 2nd grade level,' its
agreement with researcers
is 37.7 oer cent.

(4) On the kindergarten level,
its agreement with researdhers.
is 33.9 per cent.

2) The introspective test which yield the

nearest agreement with researchers' observation of

only high speech fright, varies with each grade:

(1)
t

In the 6th grade, the Ross
Test yields a 46.8 per cent
agreement with researcher
obserVations.

(2) In the 4th grade, the direct

110See Appendix page 224 for table showing de-
viation of percentages using data from the main study.
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.questioning yields a 33.3
per cant agreement with the
researchers.

: (3) 'In the. 2nd grade, the direct
'questioning yield a 26.6 per
cent agreement with research-

ers observations.

(4) In kindergarten, the indirect
questioning yields 31.7 per
cent agreement with research-
er observations...*

Therefore, the predictive value of the
tests is low

b. For Teachers' Reports:111.

1) The introspective test result which has

the nearest agreement with the teachers' reports of high,

.
low,.and average speech fright, varies with each grade:

'x

(1) In the 6th grade, the indir-
ect questioning yields a

_45.4 per cent agreement with
teachers ' reports..

(2) In the 4th grade, the direct
questioning yields .a 46.1
per cent agreement with
teachers' reports.

(3) In the 2nd grade, the Sally
Test yields a ,55.7 per cent
agreement with teachers' re-
ports.

111 t`
See Appendix page 224** . . for table showing deri-

vation of percentages using data from the main study.

.3."",
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(4) In kindergarten, the Sal-
ly Test, yields a 60.3
per cent agreement with
teachers' report.

Therefore, the predictive value of these tests

is higher for the teachers than for the re-

searchers, but in general is still low.

2) The introspective test which has

the nearest agreement with the teacher's' re-
(

ports on only high speech fright varies with

each grades:

(1) In the Gth grade, the in-
direct questioning yields
a 37.5 per cent agreement
with teachers' reports.

(2) In the 4th grade, the di-
rect questioning yields a
42.8 per cent agreement
with teachers' reports.

(3) In the 2nd grade, the in-
direct questioning yields
a 25.0 per cent agreement
with teachers' reports.

(4) In kindergarten, the three
introspective tests yield
a 33.3 .per cent agreement
with teachers' reports.

Therefore, the predictive value of Cm tests

for teachers' report is also low.
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Socio-economic Differen.cc.ls in Speech Fright Among
The Schools in this Study, as Shown by the Paper-
and-Pencil Test Results (Ross and Sally)

a. By School (Sample Population = Dossin 467,
Holmes 454, Herman 245, Total 1,166)

1) There is a statistically significant

difference, with respect to.specch fright, be-
-.

tween the Zolmes Elementary in a lower

class ne4e-boTtood, and the Doszin 21o=ntary

School. Children at the Holmes indicate

more speech frielt.

2) There is a statistically significant

difference, with respect to speech fright, be-

tween the Iffier :ay Elementary School, situated "in

a lower class neighborhood, and the Dossin

Elementary School. Children at the :ler:n:1n School

indicate more spocch,2right.

3) There is no significant difference

with respect to speech fright between the Eerman

and Holmes Elementary Schools. Both of those

schools are situated in similar socio-economic

.settings.

Lv . -
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Therefore,,more speech fright appears to exist in

the ,:lower economic groupings.

By Grades

1) zetween the Dossin and Holmes Schools,

. then,: are significant differences with regard to

speech fright between the cobined (5th-6th)* grades,

as well as between the combined (3rd-4th) Trades.

There are no significant differences at ::ham other

grade levels.

2) Between the Dossin and aerman Schools,

there are significant differences with regard to

speech fright between the combined {5th -6th) grades,

as well as between the combined Ord-4t -.0 grades.

There are no significant differences at the other

grade levels.

3) Careful examination of the Raw Scores among

the grades at the Holmes and Herman Schools reveals

that grade level comparisons of speech fright betwee.-.

the two Schools wou:d be consistent with the school

comparisons of speech fright which indicate no

statistical significance.



k

185

7. Teacher Attitudes with Respect to Speech Ability, Speech
Fright, Speech Curriculum, and Teacher Background,
as Reported on a Questionnaire Form

a. Speech Fright

The primary teachers feel that speech fright

should not be discussed in their grades.

The higher elementary grades generally do

discuss speech fright. The higher grade teachers

feel it more appropriate to discuss speech fright than

do the primary grade .k:eachers.

b. Speech Ability

Seventeen of 28 teachers perceive speech ability'

in the broader sense of thought, language, vice,.

and action. The remaining eleven teachers perceive

it in the narrower sense of correct English or good

articulation. It is interesting to note that, in

the latter instance, most of the teachers are from

the primary grades.

c. Speech in the Elementary Curriculum

Teachers generally report that speech in the

elementary school should be part and parcel of the

curriculum, rather than taught separately..

S
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d. Teacher Background in the Area of Speech

.(1) Of the 28 teachers, 5 have not
taken any speech courses at the
university level.

(2) Of the 28 teachers, 11 have taken
only 1 speech course at the
university level.

(3) *Of the 28 teachers, 8 have taken
2 speech courses at the univer-

.sity level.

(4) .0f the 28 teachers, 3 have taken
3 speech colFses at the university
level.

(5) Of the 28 teachers, only 1 has
taken 4 speech courses at the
university level.

(6) Few of these teachers could re-
member the titles of textbooks
used, and only half of them could
remember the title of the course,
or courses, taken.

Therefore, in general, it appears that the

majority of teachers in this study are aware

of the. broader values intrinsic in good speech

and do try to deal sympathetically with speech

fright in their elementary classes.
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S. Sex Differences in Speech Fright

In general, as shown by researchers' observations

and the introspective tests, there are uo speech

fright differences according to sex at any grade level.

It should be pointed out, however, that there was one

statistically significant differencc.: in speech fright

between the boys and girls on the 2nd grade level, as

measured by the direct questioning test. In this

particular test, the boys showed a high degree of

speech fright, whereas the girls had more average

scores.

B. donclUsions

1. General Conclusions Concerning Basic Cuestions

a.. How Frequent is the Phenomenon of Speech
Fright 71.t. the Elementary School Level?

According to the introspective test results, and

depending on the grade, between 15 and 25 per cent of the

elementary school ,children in this study appear to reveal

considerable concern about speech fright. In the upper

elementary grades, the percentage is closer to 25 per cent;
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introspective reports about speech fright.

II

0

b. Is Speech Fright Related to Poor Speech Ability?

In this study Speech fright is not found to correlate

positively with poor speech ability. In general, across

the grades, speech fright does'not appear to be predictive

of. poor speech ability or vice versa, as shown by no

statistically signiTicant differences in chi square scores

between speech fright, as shown by researchers and intro-

spective tests, and poor speech ability, as shown by research

ers. Only in the kindergarten at the 10 per cent level, is

Tao speech fright, as shown by observation, related to poor

-speech ability, as shown by observation. Thus, in the kinder-

garten there is some tendency for the child with the higher

spedch fright to have a lower level of speech ability as

rated by the observers.

. Sarason reports several psychological studies with grade

school children, some of which show positive correlation

between anxiety, and some which do not. He concludes that

the performance involved might be an important variable.113

113
Sarason et al. p. 185-188.

:i
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plablic speakers. This attitude might influence their not

recognizing speech fright. Many of the primary grade teachers

feel that zpeech training is merely training in pronunciation

:Ind does not include training in-thinking and feeling.

d. How Reliably Predictive Are the Introspective
Tests?

?ha ktrospectiva tests have a low predictive value as

compared with observed speech fright. At face value, the

teats do indicate the child's speech attitude concerning

zpeech-omaking. In this way the introspective tests have

practical valde and indicate to the teacher those children

who are considerably concerned by the prospect of speaking

before the class.

e. Which Introspective Test Judged By Its Results
Seems Most Sensitive At The Respective Grade
Levels?

1. The introspective test which shows the

closest correlation with the researchers'

observations. of high, low, and average

speech fright is Direct Questioning Mix

Test).

,`

r.
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2. The introspective test which reveals the

greatest amount of speech fright is Direct

Questioning (Car Test).

t
3. The introspective test which shows the

closest correlation with the researchers'

observations of high speech fright varies

at each grade level: for sixth grade, the

Ross Test; for fourth and second grade, the

Direct Questioning (Car Test); for kinder-

garten, the Indirect,QuestioningApuppet)..

Test).

4. The Introspective test whiCh shows the

Closest correlation with the teachers''

reports of high speech fright varies at

each grade level: for sixth grade, the

Indirect Questioning (Puppet Test); for

fourth grade, the Direct Questioning (Car

Test)f for second. grade, the Indirect

Questioning (Puppet Test); for kinder-

garten, all three tests (Sally Test, Direct

. Questioning, and Indirect Questioning).
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f. Do Children In :'ho Lower Economic Settings
Have More Speech. Fright Than Children./n
Higher BconamicfSettings?.

In the schools here studied, at the third, fourth, fifth

and sixth grade levels; statistically significant evidence is

found that children in the lower economic settings indicate

more speech fright than children in high economic settings.

It is interesting to note that such. statistically significant

evidence is not found for the kindergarten, first, and second

grades.

g. Do The ReSearchers' Ratings and Introspective
Test Results Indicate Speech Fright Differences
According To Sex!

.In this study, chi squares on the children's scores in

all tests and at all grade levels are not statistically signi-

.
ficant, except for Direct Questioning (Car Test) at the second

grade level. Therefore, there are no conclusive indications

concerning any presence or absence of speech fright differences

according to sex.'

Sarason et al., in their psychological studies with grade

school children have found that girls usually report more
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general anxiety than boys.114

Discussion of Findings

.This,study sought to investigate speech fright in the

elementary school and its relationship to speech ability

and speech readiness. It also succeeded in devising various

measures for speech fright which could be of value to the

elementary teacher. It has found that at least 20 per cent

of the children are. considerably concerned by speech fright.

No apparent relationship between speech fright and speech

ability was found and the evidence in the study does not in-

dicate that a child may be more ready to speak at any specific

grade level.

a. Speech Fright

There are enough children in the elementary schools who

are considerabl concerned by speech fright to warrant the

speech educators' concern. The child with speech fright ap-

pears to fall into one of two categories: (1) the child who

appears painfully shy and behaviorally indicates this, and

114'
Sarason et al., p. 253.
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(2) the child who indicates speech. fright on the introspective

tests but does not show this behaviorally.

The child who behaviorally indicates his shyness or his

vulnerability when speaking in front of the class seems liter-

ally to plead with his eyes for same kind of help. When this

child sits down, he appears uneasy. The child might ver-

balize his need for reassurance to his peers, "That was really

good, wasn't it?" or "That was really bad, wasn't it?" The

classmates around him are usually oblivious to his discomfort.

It is at this crucial moment, when the child feels the most

inadequate about his speech-making, that the grade school

teacher may need to be psychologically supportive.

The researchers observed some children as having low

speech fright in the speaking situation who, in the interview

situation, indicated high speech fright and further ver-

balized, a total dislike. for getting up in front of the class

to speak. This child who did not show his intense speech

fright but nevertheless indicated it on the introspective

tests might also need reas3urance by the teacher.

b. Speech Ability
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There are several' possible explanations why'this study

indicates that no apparent relationship exists between speech

fright and poor speaking ability. Taking the evidence at

face value, the children who have high speech fright do not

necessarily have poor speaking ability. If this is not the

case, then perhaps one reason for these results would be

that-children who have poor speech ability do not wish to

disclose their high speech fright on the introspective tests.

:mother reason for these results might be the statistical

procodurc! used for combining the good. and average. speech

'ability to determine whether they differ significantly with

spoech.fright, it is possible that less emphasis than is

warranted has been given to average speech ability and .its

possible relationship to speech. fright.

c. Speech Readiness

early in this study it was surmised that at certain

grade levels the child may be more ready to speak in front

o an audience. Fhe evidence of the researchers' observations

in this-study does not appear to support that hypothesis.

-2rom the researchers' observations it would appear that some

0171,711.rfilf"..,4,



197

children at all levels are ready to speak, while others are

concerned by speech fright or self-concious about poor

speech ability. Therefore, a speech readiness program should

be adapted to the child, not the .grade. Because of the uneven

pattern toward speaking attitudes,115 perhaps a greater con -

centration of successful speech and communication experiences

might be promoted at the primary level to reinforce pleasant

associations with the speaking situation and reduce later

tendencies to develop speech fright.

Teachers have stated to the researchers that children in

the elementary School should not be made to face an audience

and that speech'Making should be limited largely to off-hand

or spontaneous self-expression. This may not be realistic

since the study shows evidence that about 1/3 of the total

sampleindicatea liking for public speaking. These children

may find it rewarding to be better prepared. This infor-

mation should be taken into consideration when formulating

general attitudes toward speech readiness at the elementary

level.

d. Value of Introspective Tests for the
Elementary SchOol Teacher

1. It should be recalled that the introspective tests
indicated more speech fears at the uplior grade levels. .

!:4
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If the elementary school teacher used these intro-

spective tests they would help her to recognize those

children who are worried about space:, fright. She would

then be able to give them special supportive attention.

These tests night also help the teachers to overcome pos-

sible resistance toward. accepting and evaluating speech

fright.

3. ImplicationS Ir

If the speech researcher is to make an effective con-

tribution in. the area of speech fright at the elementary

school level, the following further investigations might

prove fruitful:. .

1. It may be important and relevant. to know more about

the child who is considerably concerned by speech fright, in

term; of intelligence, listening habits, creativity, general

anxiety, emotional maturity, and'physical maturity. It

might prove productive to conduct follow-up studies of this

child to discover whether the same patterns of speech fright

continue for him at the high school and college level.

2. The literature indicates that girls usually reflect

more general anxiety than boys. As Sarason points out,
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this could be a cultural determinant, inasauch as girls.

2001 freer to admit their.anxiety.
1,6

The girls in this

1:study did not reflect v..2,46%.r speech right.cm. aovs.

it would be interesting to ozplorQ further discrepancy be-

tween the study and the literature.117

4. It might be :i:; portant to determine why teachers

diffore:: significantly with the researchers observing speech

fright in the ciassrom. Was the difference peculiar to

this study, or aro elementary school teachers (particularly

those in th.1 primary grades) not receptive to a reality of

speech fright within their grades? it is probable that the

teachers and researchers perceive speech right .fray dif-

fcront indices or criteria. For example, the teachers de-
.

rived their judgment from the overall aspects that come from

umderztanding each child, rather than from the small amount

of information obtained fro.; the speech occasion.

4. The study showed that there was.no significant

difference in the frequency .of speech fright among grade

11GSarason, on. cit., (above, note 12) p. 253

117
is possible that' speech fright is simply one

aspect of general anxiety.

..,7,,,"77,4,77fr,r7711vm 'F,7g,:M77,7,..., ,,.r.1 Tr. ,.....*Trirm.. ,Mr"."7"1"rm,""''''?"^vjr77,7"""k"7"1.trx7",,,,ro .71117,11firvmlett, ..
. ..
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levels as measured by the researchers' observation. Througb

longitud4nal studies, .t would be important to note utetber

it az the came chaldren to continue to have space.: fright

::::::eughout the grades, or Whether some children outgrow

their fc=s, utile others acquire tbeM.

:t W01124 be 4-apor.t.ant to understand why ellildren

the Icduer economic p,......1.cularly in the higher

C...c.C..%.31 indicate more speech fright than those

ch4ldren at the same grade level in the higher economic set-

tincs. 17.ernaps se1-2-esteem tests could 1:0 devised to revoni

a diffcrence. 1 sue:: -estean needs are tbe underlying

reason for this pbencner.on then perhaps what is needed is a

special speech curriculum adaptation for these sdhools.

It would also be important to understand why

children of the lower ceonomic -setting in primary grades

i

do not vary from the children in the higher economic setting

with respect to speech fright, vatil the third grade.

Since this seems to
/
be tbe critical transition period, an

.

,

answer.bere could be very important.

7. The role of speech communication training in the

very early grades of socially, econom cally or culturally

deprived cbildren appears from this study to bo a critical



203.

:z.

area for research. specific information obtained from

the studies suggested above (number 5 and number 6) might

be helpful in an investigation of this role.

8. The study indicated no significant difference in

the frequency of poor, average, and .good speech ability

among grade levels as reported by the researchers' obser-

vations. Through longitudinal studies, it would be im-

portant to note whether each child retains the same degree .

of speech ability throughout grade school, high school and

college.

9. The pilot study showed that there were some dis-

,

crepancies amongitgrades in the development of voice,

language, action, and thought ability, as indicated by the

researchers' observation .118 Further study of this

phenomenon mould help in obtaining more specific speech

norms for the elementary school..

10. This study did not investigate the sex differences

that might be present in speech ability. .Further under-

standing of speech ability would be of help to teachers in

118'See pg216 in appendix for this breakdown

1^.",k:77,77-",
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wer1;inrj with childron'and their speech oroblcms.

4.1. It wmald be interesting to discover whether

teachers who :lad more 2o=a1 specc1-. training at the univer

city level are better able to deal with speech fright. It

*--'d -ecalled t'hat sdhool teacher.. . 41-,4e.1=2X../rY is
study had on the average talzen only two speech courses Are

tec:ers w .o..o spa more effective in 'heln-
.

- tor to spe----c

....Iteresting to experi=nt wil.1 seminars
. - .1

. ..... wd, in which central study
« ,0*

is speech fright in tha olementary grades. Various ap
.

proache- 2ov" dealing With =loch 2irevu c-,d% as Gar .J
*A 1.0 0 41*

119with collcce might be CO&A....a.404.0Q nor ne.0 4.

elementary level. Lewin 's idea of pc=itting the child to

set his own aspirational level might be applied to overcoming

fright.
120

Sarason's idea, that the highly anxious child

has hcighteneu dependecy needs and that the teacher should

not emotionally nwttbdrala" from such a child, 121 might be

119
Garrott, cm. cit. (above, note 75) , p. 144.

12°Lewin, on. c0.1it. (above note 19) , p. 13C11

1.4o,CnrSolSYTrznoos:OTortI

'21
Szracon, SOS..0-1. cit. (above note 12), p. 272

TrVirTr;',.."1,71.t.-vonnrM^.,,
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thought out and experimentally applied to the child who is

concerned by speech fright.

13. It would be important to discover whether the

children feel less speech fright in those classes where the

teacher has a warm personality and creates an atmosphere

which encourages fuller self-expression.

14. Some of the teachers indicate that the children

in'their classes have an opportunity to speak at least

once a day before the class; others indicate that the

children speak in front of the class about once a week. It

would be important to know whether there is more speech

fright in those classes where the child has less opportunity

to speak, or vice versa.

15. The elementary school teachers indicated in the

questionnaire that they integrate speech activities with

their clasS curriculum. Perhaps experimentation with a more

direct approach to public speaking, such as that used at the

college freshamn level, might yield positive results. These

results could be used by tile teacher in addition to what she

is alreadydoing.122

122
In conversation between Dr. Rupert Cortright and this

researcher on July 12, 1966, Dz. Cortrigbt reflected that

"Yr, Y 4.1,6
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If the speech researcher is going to be an important

contributor to the elementary school teacher in terms of

speech education ho must Seek the answers to these questions.

.essential to any speech readiness program is the process of
motivating the child to want to express his own ideas and
feelings. Speech activities such as creative drama, dis-
cussions, story telling, puppetry and choral reading might
be instrumental in aiding this process.
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Name Cicada Sex

Teacher Pate

School

Speech Proficiency and Speech Anxiety

Rating Scales

(In terms of expressiveness and strength)
Voice 1 3 4

(In terms of complete sentences and correct word choice)
Language 1 2 3 4 5

...

(In terms of organised thinking eg abstract to concrete) .

Thought 1 2 3 4 5

(In terms a expressive and appropriate bodily communication) -
Action 1 2 3 4 5

Anxiety 1
(In terms of observed behavior)

2 3 4

Car and Puppet Interview

Anxiety (How does the doll feel?) Response

(Indirect) 1 2 3 5

Anxiety (How do you feel?) Response

(Direct) 1 2 3 4

Comments

tr....,...e...e-,..-.. ...



name:

1.0

ROSS - OSI3ORNE SPicECH ANXIRTY INVENTORY
(Adapted from the reseaivit of Howard Gilkenson)

Wtyno State University 1962
College of Liberal Arts

Department of Speech

Instructors 11.11..11111 amemoraw

Date: Sex: Age:

CHECK ONLY THOSE STATEMENTS WHICH YOU FEEL APPLY TO YOU TO AN ABNORMAL OR EXTRAORDINARY

DEGREE.

1, Audiences seem bored when I speak.

2. I feel dazed when speaking.

3. I am continually afraid of making some embarrassing or silly slip of the tongue,

4. My face feels frozen while speaking.

5. I have a deop sense of personal worthlessness while facing an audience.

6. Owing to fear, I cannot think clearly on my feet.

7. While preparing nor speech I am in, a- constant state of anxiety.

8. I feel exhausted after addressing a group.
9. My hands tremble when I try to handle objects on the platform.

OMPIIIONIOND

10. I am almost overwhelmed by a desire to escape,

11. I an: in constant fear of forgetting my speech.

12. I dislike to use :Ay body and voice expressively,1 13. I feel disgusted with myself after trying to address a group of people.

140 feel tense and stiff while speaking.

15. I am so frightened that I scarcely know what I'm saying,
10011111

16. I hurry while speaking to get through and out of sight,
1111110

17. I prefer to have notes on the platform in case I forget what I'm saying.

18. My mind becomes blank before an audience and I am scarcely able to continue.

19. I particularly dread speaking before a group who opposes any point of view.

20. It is difficult for me to calmly search my mind for the right word to express

my thoughts.

21. My voice sounds strange to me when I address a group.

111111111010111
22. My thoughts become confused and jumbled when I speak before an audience,
23. I am completely demoralized when suddenly called upon to speak.

....0111.1111

24. I find it extremely difficult to look at may audience while speaking.
11111111~11111

25. Ism terrified at the thought of speaking before a group of people,

01.11 26. I become so confused at times that I lose the thread of ray thinking.

270 My posture feels strained and unnatural.
1101 28. Fear of forgetting causes me to jumble may speech at times,

29. I am fearful and tense all the time while I am speaking before a group of people.
30. I feel awkward.

31. I am afraid the audience will discovermyself-conaciousness,

32. I am afraid my thoughts will leave me.
0411111

33. I feel confused while speaking.
34. I never feel I have anything worth saying to an audience.
35. I feel that I am not making a favorable impression when I speak.
36. I feel depressed after addressing a group.
37. I always avoid speaking, in public if possible.
38. I become flustered when something unexpected occurs,
39. Although I talk fluently with friends I am at a loss for words on the platform.
40. My voice sounds as though it belongs to someone else.
41. At the. conclusion of the speech I feel that X have failed,

MSA 1446



Please write Yes if it happens a %hole

I can not at all think clearly on sky feet.

My hands.tremble es much when I try to handle objects in front of the class.

My voice becomes so high and so loud when I am speaking.

I really feel Like running away when I an speaking.

I am so afraid that I will forget My speech.

My body feels so tense and stiff when I an speaking in front of thee class..

When I am speaking I can never find the right words.

My voice sounds so very. strange to me when I speak to the class.

My feet and knees feel so weaic when I am speaking.

I find it very hard to look at the class when' am speaking.

When I speak my vice sounds Like 114 belongs to someone else.

When speaking I am so afraid that the class will find out how scared I am.

I can't seem to stand still when speaking.

Alen my speech is finished I feel Wit I hive tailed.

When I am talking in front of the class I forget what I am saying and get all

"8---.mixed up.

My voice becomes weak and shaky when I am speaking.

When I speak in front of the class I ani so afraid that I will really make a

mistake or say something so

I don't like to speak in class because I don't think that anyone will be
interested in what I have to mi.

I lose my voice when I begin speaking.

After I have given a speech in class feel silly and unhappy when I go back

to my seat.
My sentences get all jumbled up when I am speaking.

I do not mind talldng to my friends but I am alweeys so afraid that people
will laugh at me when I am in front of the room.

Name
Grade Age Sex

Teacher School
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212

A. amlanation of Revised'Se.11y Test

After the pilot study was concluded, the researehers tried

other variations of the 'Sally Test' at the parochial schools

mentioned in this study.

The original Sally Test was a test a faces arranged in

consecutive order on a inimeoaTephad page. The faces went in

order :Ina bad to good. A second test of faces were tried

in which the faces aid not range consecutively but were placed .

at random. A third test, showing- a:car noiang along a race

*track, was' constructed. This test VOA a paper and pencil

version of a model car and race track. The forth test was

a pictoral representation of bow ¢ child might feel when

he talks to a class.

These four tests were tried for understanding and ease

of administration. Through empirical. observation the tests :

showing the car and showing the childrensi feelings were

.eliniriatect because. of their more 'complex directions, and

subsequent 3111.5102derstandinz by the children.

Although the original. test of arranged faces gave the

same response in terms of qtuzlity and of being understood

as the test with the . rearranged faces, the latter was chosen

for the main study. This decision was based upon the inference

that scow children night select the first face merely because

it was the First face 4nci thereby not think through their
fi

choice. The rearranged faces avoided this variable.
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Sttnciard Devi tier.: on scorer cis pro fic encv

10.4. emen4.- 3rd grade 6th r:rada

3

01111.

I

: :4 ot.sa.. Proficiency
i

=
!

1.047 =

=
.746

I

t a .695

La5uoge Proficiency la

i

.892 j
= .522 i = .573

*Action Proficiency
I

= 1.244 = .49e9 1 .5e.2

vice Proficiency
I

= .892 1 =
!
i

.553 I = .59.1.
1

.Stmidord Deviations cr. Anxiety Scores:

1st grade 3rd grade 6th erode

'.:ean Anxiety scald I = .9399 = .8343 i 4:: .7366

!Car Anxiety = 1.231 = 1.182 . = .789

1

rDet Anxiety I = 1.137 = .702 . I = .854

tially Anxiety
(lioss Anxiety
`I:

= 1.236 = .808 = 1.398



225

:Percenage table for ?reactive VI..,.3aze
of the latrosDective Tests using
Data derived fron the V.ain Study

Direct questioning (car test) and Researchers' Observations of
Or." Fright (High, Low and Average Scores)

.6.-eci..-cnt
Researchers'

Researchers' Obsarvations
Observations of with Direct cif) of
Speech 2right questioninc, Aveencnt

6th grade 66 33 45.4.

lith crack 65 29 44.6

2r01 grade 63. 23 37.7

Kindergarten 53
3.8

33.9

Indirect Questioning (puzpet test) and Besecze.eherst aoservationz
of Speech Fright (High, Low a Average Scores)

cezient of
Researchers°

Researchers' Observations .

Obserratica of with Direct . crp of
Speech Prig ht questioning tieement

6th grade 66

kth Grae.0 05,

2r.d grade 63.

.Kinder en 53.

28 2.4

3.9 29.2

3.7 27.8

3.6 30.3.
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Percentaz:: Tables of SpecCh Fright
and Speech Ability :scores

derived. trera this :study

Speech Fright Scores as sham by Researchers' ratings from
aservatiens at the Herman School.

14.th 2nd

1

32 27 30 26 11=13.5
Total li=245

54164

Tali: Speech Priest. Scores as shown by teachers' ratings at the
Hozzan School

6th 2nd. :1154,q,

8 2. 20 6 I:=55
Total N=2l5

413=22.4

Speech. Fright Scores as shown by Direct Questioning (car
tesz) at the Herman School

6th 4th 2nd kdg.

19 35 10 11 N=55
Total IT=245

0;22.4.

Speelh Fright Scores as shownby Indirect Questioning
(Puppet Test) at the rieraan' School

6th 4th 2nd kdrt.

r-15 l6 11 19 I=61
Total 1 ia.245

p-
01-2l.9
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ii ,h Speech Scores az shown by paper atld pencil tests at
the Herr:ion School

Ctrl kth 2nd

25 5 6 N=42
Totall7=245

faz--17.1

Itizh Speech Fright Scores as shown by paper and pencil tests
at the Dossin and Ilabnes Schools

1

6th 1th 2nd kart.

72 27 13 22
Total 11=921%12.'1.,. 5

Poor Speech Abilities Scores as chown by Researchers' ratinzs
obvervation at the Re..ntan.School

0th

11 9 16 18 if=511.

Total N=245
of-22p-- 0

Poor Speech Abilities Scores as shown by Teachers' ratings
at the Herman School

6th 4th . 2nd

8 25 3 5
Total E=245

%=16 .7
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Pereento.ze zable for 2rc:dietive Value
a the Intros':active Teats uainz
Date. derived fron the 1r :'in Study'

Direct. Quostionins* (ear test) ani: Researchers' Observations e
Simeekt :'right (ifizh, Low and, Avcrace Scores)

1.reer...ent e
Reser-rel.:e.t.a'

Researchers' Obserarations
Observations o-f with Direct ci, of
Speech Prisht Questi'oninz /1,7eccent

Oth trade ocb..
30 45.4

lith vatic 65 29 14.6

2nd &....tde 63. 23 37.7

Ii...i.rider eart= 53 3.8 33.9

:nectreet Questioning (privet test) anti Researchers' Observations
S9oech ?right (Eigh, Low and's:seri:se Scores)

A,--ncient. of
BaseaWC:IOXS

Researchers' Observations
Observation of with Direct . % o
Speech Priisht queztioning Aveenient

6th vade 66 28 42.4

4th grade 65 19 29.2

2nd grade 63. 17 27.8

Xinderzartan 53 16 30.1
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...14.:1.1.511111411141 ,

Paper and Pencil Tists end. Researchers' Observations of Speech
:riGht (Rich, Low and Average, Scores)

Is.sreeraent 0.1'
Researchers'

Researchers' Observations with
Obser.-urctions Of paper and pencil Of f.0,0

Spccc2 .71al.t.:1-..1; -4cztz Aerceziont

6th grade 66 24 '36.3

lit b. grade 65 19 29.2

2nd cede 61 17 27.8

Kindergarten 53 13 24.5

Direct QUOStioninz (car test) and Ilesee.rchers' Observations of
rich Speech .Pright

fsreenc:nt of
Rezearehers' Researchers'
Observations a Observations
Rich Speech with Direct % of
Fri cht questioning !tact:neat

6th grade 32 33 110.6

lith Grade 27 9 33.3

.7.d ....de 30 8 26.6

Hinder ;amen 26 7 26.9

Indirect Craestioning (puppet test) and. Researchers' Observations
a Met Speech ?eight

kr,".ccuekt of
Rtscarehers' Researchers'
Observations of Observations

.ell Speed with Pa:per and if o.f
Pencil Tests Agreenent

eth grade 32 10 31.2

4th grade 27 8 29.6

2nd wade 3o 6 20.0

*4r.dergarten 26 0
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.0111,0

parser and Pencil Tests and Researchers' Observations of }Ugh Speech-

Researchers'
Observations or
High Speech
pright

6th Grade 32

4th grade 27

2nd grade 3

.10.ndev.f,arten420
26

Agrec=ent of
Res
Ob S =vatic=
with Paper and % of
Pencil Tests lAgrecmient

15 46.8

Direct questioning (car tes) and teachers'
Low and Averare)

6th Grade

dada

Zld grade

KinderGarten

mc..,ach=
m of" eegb

Alfa 1.~.;,200

Speech
Fright

66

65

61

53

3

6 20.0

15.3

frAo,...a.krabdt of Vsecch PriGht

of
eachars'

Ratings vith
=met
Questioning

22

30

17

:24

e of
AGreexent

33.3

46.1

27.8

45.2

Indirect questioning (puppet test) and Teachers a Speech
:'fight (044 Low and Averase)

6th grade

4th grade

2nd grade

Xindergarten

Teachers'
Ratings of
Speech
Fright

.66

65

53

1.,ee-ment of
Teachers'
Ratings with
Indirect % of
CcaesticaTing Agreement

30 45.4

23 35.3

29 47.5

22 41.5

, Xt. n g17.7,,,
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Par.er and Pencil Tests and Teachers' Ratings of Speech 21-ight
(Ugh, Low and average)

Teachers' Rat-
ing of
Speech. rzight

6th rade 66

4:21 grade 65

2nd made 61

Kindergarten 53

Ar,recment of
Teachers'
Ratin5z with
pr,:par
Pencil tests

12

28

JT

32

Direct QuestiorLing (car test) and Teachers' Ratings of High
Speech Fright

% or
Agreement

2.1
43.0

55.7

60.3

Arjreetent of
Teachers'

Teachers* Bat- P.c.tiAss with
Jags of /Ash Direct % of.
Speech Fright Questioning Agnew**

6th made .8 2 25.0

itth grade 21 9 42.6
2nd ^ade 20 2 10.

Kindergarten 6. 2 33.3.



Indirect question.i.ng (7appet test) and Teachers' Rating of
High Speech ?right

6th grade

1ith grade

2nd grade

Kindergarten

Teachers'
Ratings of
High Speech
Fright

Azreeniett
Teachers'
Ratinss
Indirect
QueztioninG

of
Agreement

8 .3 37.5

7 33.3

20 5 25.0

6 2 33.3

Paper and Pencil tests and Teachers' Ratincz of Mal: Speech Fright

Teachers'
Ratings of
High Speech
Alert

Azrecraer.t. of
Teachers'
Rats with
Pzper and
Pencil tests

.sN Os
Agreement

6th Grade 8 2 25.0

4th grade. 21 11. 19.0

2ncl. Grade 20 20.0

'Kindergarten 6 2 33.3
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Z.Lr. :Twin :a. Shaw wau born ZeIrruary 24, 1932 in New

Clty ,.n e. attended the city schools. After graduating

from 14.:.liam ::award :af t High School in 1950, he attended

srou01.44..*4. University of. "ZZ:.w York at Geneseo. He. received

S. degrce with majors in the area of elementary ed=

s17;ek:ch and dramatic arts in 1957. Ee then attended

tr.ivc.::::,ity of Denver where ho received his `M.A. de.gree

a a. 44, (.4
44.0* 440.0W 644.4A.C*460 of speech pathology and commtnications in 1953.

attel:ding the University of Denver he worked at the

Z;riclewood Public Schools in 2nglewood, Colorado as a speech

.::-.erapist. After graduation from the University of Denver

taught in the speech cilinic at Highlands University in

Zazico for a sumx.er. The following year he replaced an

.i.-.utructor from the speech department who was on sabbatical

.:.:assachusetts State College at Bridgewater. During the

aext throe years Mr. Shaw was at William Penn College in

where.he developed the speech curriculum, initiating

.dot% a forensic and dramatic arts program. Mr. Shaw was at

State University from 1963-1966 wile= he had a teaching
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For two years he served as one of the assist-

an r. coordinators of the regional forensic high school program

:lc was the recipient of a Wolfram Grant during 1964-1965.
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